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Abstract

The lemmatisation of idiomatic expressions repressea difficult task for any
lexicographer due to their multiword compositiomis results in lexicographers having
to select one or more elements, under which theysider to be the most suitable
location(s) to list the expression. An alternatsteategy may be to divide idioms into
three groups according to their semantic composdliy; pure idioms, semi idioms and
figurative idioms, as each category has an indigidsemantic identity. In light of the
proposed categorisation, this paper examines thariatisation of idioms in six bilingual
Italian-English dictionaries; Il Ragazzini (ZIR) @26), Hoepli Grande Dizionario di
Inglese (HGDI) (2003), Collins Sansoni Italian Dastary (CSID) (2003), Oxford
Paravia lItalian Dictionary (OXID) (2001), Il Sansbinglese (ISI) (2006) and Hazon
Garzanti Inglese (HGI) (2006) The analysis revesl® major inconsistencies. Firstly,
the lemmatisation of idioms varies greatly betwdaionaries. Secondly, dictionaries
do not treat semantically (and syntactically) eqithbms in a consistent and systematic
manner. Therefore, the use of semantics may pravia®re suitable platform to guide
lexicographers in the lemmatisation of idioms.

1 The Lemmatisation of Idiomatic Expressions: A Theretical Perspective

The compilation and organisation of dictionariegggnts a number of challenges for
lexicographers. Words and phrases comprise thenhwost important categories in a
dictionary. They share an equal status in the texidut lexicographers usually make a
distinction in how they record both categories. Woare usually listed as main-entries
with their meanings, contextualisations and inftats included as sub-entries. Phrases
are also listed as sub-entries, but lexicograpbeceunter a wider range of issues when
dealing with phrases, particularly in relation tbeit presentation and recording.
According to Zgusta (1971), the detection and @brpeesentation of multiword units is
one of the most important tasks for a lexicograpfére difficulty in presentation of
phrases is somewhat more complex given their ranltal composition, which offers a
number of possible entry points and also their timsng as sub-entries gives them a
reduced visibility due to the volume of surroundinfprmation.

At the core of the issue of presentation is théblemm of lemmatisation. This refers to
how and where the lexicographer chooses to lisbawr phrase in a dictionary. A key
observation is that phrases are not a homogenaup @gnd the different types all have
unique lexical, semantic and syntactic featurese Tiost problematic phrasal sub-
category is idioms. Hartmann and James (1998:7/inelan idiom as ‘a fixed expression
whose overall meaning is not always transparentfithe overall meaning of its



constituent words.” Fernando (1996:30) classifideoms from a more lexical and
syntactic perspective as ‘indivisible units whosemponents cannot be varied or only
varied within definable limits.” These diverse staents show the true complexity of
idioms as a phrasal category as well as highlightine difficulties that surround
choosing the most appropriate strategy to recathtim a dictionary.

Although many theorists (cf: Al-Kasimi 1977; Cowl®81; Benson 1985; Gates 1985;
Botha 1992; Singleton 2000; Bogaards 2003) propassible solutions as to the best
method to lemmatise idioms, dictionaries still fad systematically deal with the
problem. There are two approaches to recordingridiin a dictionary, firstly, giving
them a separate entry or secondly, recording thersul-entries, the latter being the
favoured approach of modern-day reference worksneStheorists (cf: Chafe 1968;
Zgusta 1971; Gouws 1991; Botha 1992) agree thatisvand idioms share a common
trait in that they both exist as a single semanhd. Zgusta (1971:154) cites this as
‘parallelism between multiword units and words’ asalys that it ‘must be taken into
consideration by the lexicographer.” Therefore,idegraphers should treat words and
phrases equally by giving both categories indepeindatries. The main advantage of
this strategy is that it reflects the unique megnuh the phrase as well as making a
distinction between the meaning of main entry asaneaning as idiomatic constituent.

Almost all modern-day bilingual dictionaries chodbe second available approach of
listing idioms as a sub-entry. Although it remath® conventional method, it has a
number of issues that merit discussion. Firstlgprding idioms as sub-entries leads to a
semantic mismatch between the main entry and tlmnictonstituent, which is not
signaled to the user. This problem arises partibulan the treatment of pure and
figurative idioms, both of which are non-compositd as their lexical constituents gain
a new idiomatic sense which bears no relation ®rthormal literal meaning. This
contrasts somewhat with semi-idioms, which havieadt one component that retains its
literal meaning in the overall figurative senselwé idiom. Secondly, the decision to list
an idiom, or any phrase, as a sub-entry necessitht lexicographer to choose an
element of the phrase, which they believe to bertbst suitable point of entry as well as
being the most identifiable to the dictionary udisting. Certain theorists propose
different strategies to list idioms as sub-entriés, example, Tomaszczyk (1986)
advocates a listing under all of the lexical comgrus, whereas Gates (1986) suggests
entering the phrase under a variable word or a ma@ment of the expression. A
particular problem with sub-entry listing is thatmmerses idioms within a large amount
of information, which reduces their visibility the dictionary user. Empirical research
carried out by Marello (1987) reveals that the ofa single typeface for listing idioms
complicates the retrieval of phrases for nativeakpes and making it nearly impossible
for foreign users of bilingual Italian-English damaries.



Table 2.1 User Expectations in the Location of Muitvord Entries (MWES) in
Dictionaries

DICTIONARY DICTIONARY DICTIONARY

ENTRY ENTRY ENTRY

Lame 97 47% | To split 151| 74%| Todo 137 67%
Duck 91 44% | Hair 37 18%| Without 61 309
Lame Duck 13 6% Split hairs 11 5% Todowithgut 5| % 2
Don'tknow |4 2% Don'tknow |6 3% Don’'t know |2 1%
Total 205 | 100%]| Total 205 | 100% | Total 205 | 100%

(Source: Atkins and Varantola, 1998:30)

Béjoint (2000) notes that dictionary users do seenexpect all MWEs to have one
element that is more important than the others,thag seem to prefer to look them up
within the entry for this element. This gives sapste view that idioms contain what
some theorists consider as a major element, butdleetion of these may be subjective
in certain cases. An empirical study undertake\tiyns and Varantola (1998) explores
the look-up strategies of French, German, ltaliath Spanish speakers of three different
types of MWE; a compound noulaine duck a verbal idiomtp split hairg and a verb

+ particle {o do withou} across monolingual and bilingual dictionaries.eTitesults
reveal that dictionaries differ largely in theisting strategies, but found that dictionary
users expect to find MWEs under a certain headw@flthe 205 Italian speaking
students analysed in the study, 47 percent lookethme for lame duck 74 percent
choose the headworsplit as their first point of search foo split hairsand 67 percent
searched undeo do to locateto do without This suggests that there may be a tendency
among ltalian speaking dictionary users to lookMWWES in dictionaries under their first
major component, but the inclinations of users & always integrated into the
lemmatisation strategies for MWEs in bilingual iaF-English dictionaries.

Lemmatisation Maxim — Collins Sansoni Italian Dictonary (2003)/Il Sansoni Inglese (2006).

The list of phrases and idioms for each word is@ded by the symbal. To help
find individual phrases given under a headword, pheases have been put in
alphabetical order according to the phrase’s fest word or words, which have
been highlighted in a different colour.

The phrases, idiomatic expressions, sayings aneegye that make up the core of
the phraseology section are listed under the Kegtword (or words) contained in
the expression (be they verb, noun or adjectivder@fore, for example, the
proverbhe who pays the piper calls the tusdound under the verb (tpay, and
the phrase akard as ironis listed under the adjectiveard. Likewise, the Italian
proverble bugie hanno le gambe cotitegiven under the headwobdigia and the
phrasd cavalieri della Tavola Rotondandercavaliere

In the phraseology section of certain verbs, noid&@matic expressions based on
the verb in question have been given because ofiuhatity. This is the case for



certain extremely common verldse( have go, come do, get make take let, give,
keep put, can must will in the English section anelssere avere fare, andare
venire prenderelasciare dare tenere mettere stare potere dovere volerein the
Italian section). As a result, the phrase, to get'® cards is given in the phrases
under the headworchrd, andprendere qcu. in castagna given undecastagna

(Source: Collins Sansoni Italian Dictionary, 200iB;:x

Lemmatisation Maxim — Oxford Paravia Italian Dictionary (2001)
Where there are sections containing idiomatic esgioms under the entry they are
marked with the special symbel These also include proverbs, preceded by the
label PROV.; they are translated, wherever possible, withegnivalent proverb
(even if formally different); otherwise, they amanslated literally or explained
(with the symbol =). Since more is better than lessa user of a bilingual
dictionary, translations of idiomatic expressioas ®e found under more than one
of its components in order to make them easienth f

(Source: Oxford Paravia Italian Dictionar@02)

In the context of this paper, the Italian-Englisbtidnaries contain quite an extensive
coverage of idioms, but the organisation of thdsages is quite unsystematic and varies
significantly across the different dictionaries. @rfundamental level, the absence of a
definitive lemmatisation maxim for idioms in thred the six dictionaries creates
uncertainty as to their location in the overalusture. The three dictionaries that include
idiom listing policy differ in some respects; fisstthe CSID (2003) and ISI (2006)
provide information in great detail through a clesatement of listing under the first
component, except in the case of common verbs.n8gcahe lemmatisation maxim in
the OXID (2001) is more ambiguous with the prefataing that idioms are found under
more than one of their components. Although nodingonary analysed has a complete
coverage, the absence of guide to phraseology nime sdictionaries is central to the
problems associated with listing idioms. In additiothe variety of different
lemmatisation strategies for idioms results in sodietionaries offering a more
comprehensive coverage than others.

2 The Lemmatisation of Idiomatic Expressions: Evidace from Bilingual Italian-
English Dictionaries

IL HOEPLI COLLINS OXFORD SANSONI HAZON
RAGAZZINI (2003) SANSONI PARAVIA INGLESE GARZANTI
(2006) (2003) (2001) (2006) (2006)
To beat v N Y, v, N7 v v
about the
bush
To bitethe | v,N \% \% N \% \%
dust
Tocallthe | Vv,N N \% N \% N
shots
Tocomea | N N N N N N
cropper
To fly off V, N N v N \Y% V, N




the handle

To kick the | v,N N \% N \Y N
bucket

To pass the | v,N N \% N \% N
buck

To play the | N N V, N N V,N N
gooseberry

To pull V,N N \% N \Y V,N
someone’s

leg

Torun ADV ADV ADV ADV ADV ADV
amok

Tosmella | V,N \% \% N \% V, N
rat

To spill the | v,N N \% V,N \Y V,N
beans

To split V,N N \% N \Y N
hairs

To sweep V,N N \% N \% V,N
the board

To take the | N N N N N N
plunge

Figure 1 The Lemmatisation of Pure ldiomsin Bilingual Italian-English Dictionaries

A pure idiom, as defined by Fernando and Flave88(148), is a ‘non-literal set
expression whose meaning is not a compositionattimm of its syntactic constituents
but which always has a homonymous literal countéfg@ernando (1996:35-36) gives a
more working definition of it as ‘a type of nondial, multiword expression.” This
category displays all the classic characteristitsdmms; semantic opacity, limited
syntactic flexibility and frozen lexical constituspwhich places it at the top of the scale
of idiomaticity. Given that all pure idioms havenan-compositional meaning, there is an
equal state of lexical and semantic importanceefeh constituent. This may result in
pure idioms being a particularly difficult categotp lemmatise, particularly for
dictionaries that use the major element princigedasis for choosing a suitable point
of entry. In contrast, pure idioms have a partidulaadvantageous feature of being
lexically frozen; therefore lexicographers do naivé to legislate for verb or noun
alternatives in the expression.

The analysis of 15 pure idioms reveals that dieti@s use a number of different
lemmatisation strategies varying from a listing @ndoth components (verb and noun) in
the expression to a specific point of entry (eitherb or noun). The ZIR (2006), for the
most part, is consistent in its listings with 66qant of the analysed idioms found under
both components. The remaining 33 percent follovious strategies with three inserted
under the noun componerb (come a cropperto play the gooseberry and to take the
plungg, one under the verb elemetd beat about the buyland one under the advetb (
run amoR. Similarly, 73 percent of pure idioms in the CAID03) and ISI (2006) have a
verb listing, which is in line with the dictionas/lemmatisation policy of entering under
the first component, except for high frequency vertries. Both dictionaries largely



adhere to their maxim with 86 percent of the chasgressions listed under the correct
component. In the case of two idioms, there is\aatien from the stated listing with a
V, N for to play the gooseberrgnd an ADV listing forto run amok both of which
should be inserted under their verbs.

The OXID (2001) and the HGDI (2003) generally tandist pure idioms under their
noun component with 80 percent of expressions ih kiactionaries listed in this way.
However, they do not always lemmatise idioms atstiiae point, for example, the OXID
(2001) insertgo bite the dusunderdust, but the HGDI (2003) lists it unddo bite.
Similarly, the HGDI (2003) enterto spill the beansinderbean whereas the OXID
(2001) includes it under botio spill andbean The most inconsistent listing strategy is
found in the HGI (2006), which gives 33 percenttlod selected expressions a double
listing and 46 percent a noun entry. The abseneectéar strategy in the HGI (2006) has
two particular implications for pure idioms and abes in general; firstly, dictionary
users may not be able to predict a possible pdiahtry for an idiom, thus complicating
the look-up process. Secondly, the imbalanced egeeresults in some pure idioms
having a greater coverage than others, despite be#ng semantically and syntactically
equal. A trend that emerges from the analysisuoé pdioms is that all dictionaries opt
for the same point of entry for three expressitmgome a croppefnoun listing),to run
amok(adverb listing) antb take the plungéoun listing).

IL HOEPLI COLLINS OXFORD SANSONI HAZzON
RAGAZZINI (2003) SANSONI PARAVIA INGLESE GARZANTI
(2006) (2003) (2001) (2006) (2006)
To beg the | v, N N % v % N
question
To foot the | v,N \% \% \% \% V,N
bill
To know VNN N N N N V, N
the ropes
To leave V,N N N N N N
someone in
the lurch
Toring the | V,N \% \Y N \Y V,N
changes
To strike \% \% \% ADJ \% NoT
lucky LISTED
To talk V, N N \% N \% V,N
shop
To testthe NoT \% \% \% \% N
waters LISTED
To upset V, N N N N N N
the
applecart
To goto V, N1 N1,N2 N2 N1,N2 N2 N1, N2
earth /
ground
To missthe | v, N1,N2, N1,N2 \% Vv, N1 \% V, N1,N2




boat / bus

To promise | v, N2 \% \% \% \% V, N1,N2
earth /
moon

Tobend/ |v1,v2,N v2°T N vl V1,N vl V1,N
stretch the
rules

To fill / fit v1IVev2 N | v2,N viv2 V2,N v1,v2 N
the bill

To raise / N N N N N N
upthe ante

Figure 2 The Lemmatisation of Semi Idiomsin Bilingual Italian-English Dictionaries

Fernando (1996:36) defines a semi idiom as hawng ‘or more literal constituents and
at least one with a non-literal sub sense.’ In gh semantics, semi idioms are less
complex than pure idioms as their meaning is partimansparent, for examplep
promise the mooimterferes that something is being promised. Nealability of a literal
component presents a more obvious point of loca®dictionary users can relate to the
original literal meaning, even when it is used midiomatic context. Findings from the
analysis, however, show that dictionaries tend taotuse the literal element as an
exclusive point of entry for these expressions.

Similar to its coverage of pure idioms, the ZIR @D lists 66 percent of the selected
semi idioms under at least two components. Thisudes five invariable and five
variable idioms. Variable idioms are more problemab lemmatise due to the
availability of multiple lexical alternatives. THadings show that the ZIR (2006) does
not deal with them consistently, for example, @l gariable idioms have a different
listing ranging from complete in some cases, sudo aniss the boat/bud/, N1, N2) to

a single listing foto raise/up the ant@N). The remaining 33 percent of semi idioms with
single entries also display inconsistencies witbheeecorded differentlyfo beg the
question(V, N, to know the ropegvV=""", N), to strike lucky(V), to raise/up the
ante(N) andto test the waterg/hich is not recorded at all. The analysis suggtsidt the
ZIR (2006) does not use the literal element as idimy device for lemmatising semi
idioms as none of the selected 15 idioms are st&tid under this point.

In contrast to pure idioms, the HGI (2006) uses thgdinct strategies to record invariable
semi idioms with four listed under their verb compnot and five recorded under their
noun element. Conversely, the listing patternsnawee consistent with two idiom$o(go

to earth/groundandto miss the boat/byisiaving N1, N2 listings, twadg bend/stretch the
rules andto fill/fit the bill) with V2, N entries ando promise the earth/mooandto
raise/up the antéaving V and N listings respectively. Findingsnrahe HGDI (2003)
show that three idiomstq beg the questigrto test the watersand to promise the
earth/moom are exclusively lemmatised under the literal edatn

Both the CSID (2003) and ISI (2006) record semomas in a very consistent way.
Similar to that of pure idioms, the preferred pahentry for the majority of semi idioms
is also under the verb component. This is usednfoe of the 15 selected idioms,



including one variable idiontp bend/stretch the rulesvhich has a V1 listing. The next
most popular lemmatisation method is a noun ordynlg, which occurs with five semi
idioms. This also includes one variable expresdiorgo to earth/groundwhich has an
N2 listing. In total 11 of the 15 semi idioms aezorded in line with the dictionary’s
listing policy giving 73 percent accuracy in ididwok-ups. This rigid lemmatisation
policy, however, is not suitable for every typeidibm. A particular limitation is evident
with variable idioms, which may require more thamedisting in order to indicate the
variability and the semantic equality of both vatgto the dictionary user. In the context
of this selection of variable semi idioms, 83 petdeave a listing under one component
only. Both dictionaries list five idioms under theral component, which is the highest
number of all the dictionaries surveyed.

The tendency of the OXID (2001) to lemmatise untier second main component also
arises in the listing of semi idioms with the méjporof invariable semi idioms (66
percent) entered at a point other than the verbiakle semi idioms do not display the
same consistency with different listing patternsdach phrase. The greatest example of
this inconsistency can be seen in the listing afabde noun semi idioms with three
markedly different recordings for each expresstonpromise the moo(V), to miss the
boat/bus(V, N1) andto go to earth/groundN1, N2). A notable characteristic of variable
idioms is that 80 percent have a listing underrtben component, which is consistent
with the dictionary’s chosen point of entry for bgpure idioms and invariable semi
idioms. Like other dictionaries, the OXID (2001)egonot list a large number of semi
idioms under their literal element with four exmiesns entered exclusively at this point.

The HGI (2006) uses either a V, N or an N listitngtegy for invariable semi idioms and
does so quite equally with four expressiasf¢ot the bil) to know the ropego ring the
changesandto upset the applecgrentered under both components and fooirbeg the
guestion to leave someone in the lurdo test the watersindto upset the applecgrt
listed under the noun component. The decision ® aidifferent strategy and give
multiple listings to certain semi idioms cannotthdy explained, particularly given the
absence of information relating to the positionmigphrases. A greater consistency,
however, is apparent in the lemmatisation of vaeiadioms with two variable noun
phrasestp miss the boat/busndto promise the earth/mopfisted under all components.
Similarly, two variable verb idiomdp fill/fit the bill andto raise/up the anteare both
entered exclusively at their noun element. Theiaheiry records one expressida,beg
the questionat the literal element only. In overall terms]yoone idiom,to raise/up the
ante has a consistent point of entry every dictioriatyng it only underante.

IL HOEPLI COLLINS OXFORD SANSONI HAZON
RAGAZZINI (2003) SANSONI PARAVIA INGLESE GARZANTI
(2006) (2003) (2001) (2006) (2006)

To break N N \Y N \% N

the ice

To bury the | v,N N \Y N \% V,N

hatchet

To carry Ve N N1 N1 N1 N1 N1

coals to

Newcastle




To cut V,N N V,N V,N V,N V,N
one’s teeth

To dig in V,N \Y NoT N NoT \Y

one’s heels LISTED LISTED

To nip in V,N V,N \Y V,N \Y V,N

the bud

Toreston | V,N N N V,N N \%

one’s

laurels

Toseered | V,N N N N N V, N

To skate on| Vv,N \% V,N V,N V,N V,N

thin ice

To burn V, N1,N2 \Y; \Y; \Y; \Y; V, N1,N2
one’s boats

/ bridges

To hit the V, N1,N2 Vv, N1 \% N1,N2 \% V, N1,N2
hay / sack

To hit the V, N1,N2 \% \% V, N1,N2 \% V, N1
ceiling /

roof

To drop / v1,v2,N N N V2,N N V2,N
lower one’s

guard

Tofoam/ | v1lv2 viv2 viv2 v1iyv2 viv2 v1,v2e"
froth at the

mouth

Tosugar/ | vi,N V1,N vl V1,N vl V1,N
sweeten the

pill

Figure 3 The Lemmatisation of Figurative Idiomsin Bilingual Italian-English
Dictionaries

Figurative idioms have a global opaque meaning,daut also be interpreted literally.
They describe events, situations or actions that actually occur, but are normally only
referred to in a figurative sense, for exampte beat one’s breasto carry coals to
Newcastleand to skate on thin iceThe relationship between both their literal and
figurative senses is closer than that of pure idiomhich in some cases facilitates a
greater understanding of the figurative sense @kttpression. For example, the meaning
of to skate on thin ices more deducible and transparent than that afra fiom liketo
blow the gafforto kick the bucketAccording to theDxford Dictionary of English Idioms
(1994), the literal meanings of these expressiansd survive alongside their figurative
ones in normal everyday language and may be caesidenrelated by some certain
speakers. Given that figurative idioms carry a angitmeaning that is more accessible
than that of pure idioms and do not contain a campbthat keeps its literal meaning,
their position on the scale of idiomaticity is beem pure idioms and semi idioms. In
addition, certain figurative expressions allow mal variation, such a® burn one’s
boats/bridgeswhich weakens their lexical integrity and distasthem from pure idioms
which do not permit any lexical replacements.



The ZIR (2006) affords a wider coverage to fixegufative idioms with 77 percent
having an entry under both components in the egmrsThis compares to 55 percent of
invariable semi idioms and 66 percent of pure idioln comparison to semi idioms, the
dictionary is more consistent with certain varialfigurative idioms. For example,
variable noun idioms have a listing under every ponent, whereas each of the three
variable noun semi idioms is recorded differenffjre dictionary fails to extend this
consistency to variable verbs with all three listigffierently; to drop/lower one’s guard
(V1, V2, N), to foam/froth at the moutfV1, V2) andto sugar/sweeten the p{V/1, N).

Fixed figurative idioms benefit from a more consigtpoint of entry in the HGDI (2003)
with 66 percent entered under their noun componehich contrasts with the two
listings strategies used for invariable semi idion@onversely, it is not as consistent in
the recording of variable figurative idioms witlvdi different listing patterns used for six
expressions. There is, however, some consistenityeinategory of variable noun idioms
with two, to burn one’s boats/bridgeandto hit the ceiling/rogflisted under all parts. In
contrast, all three variable verb idioms are reedrdifferently, ranging from a listing
under both variantsd foam/froth at the moujtio a listing under the invariable element
(to drop/lower one’s guand

The CSID (2003) and ISI (2006) maintain a relatoansistency with the other two
categories by listing the majority of figurativeachs (46 percent) exclusively under their
verb component. This is somewhat lower when contpdece other categories; pure
idioms (73 percent) and semi idioms (60 perceneénézally, figurative idioms appear to
be a less predictable category in terms of poinemty with six of the 15 phrases
deviating from the lemmatisation maxim of the diotry. Variable noun idioms are the
most consistent category with each recorded urdsr verb component. The point of
entry for variable verbs is less predictable witlitg diverse listings for each phrase; an
N listing for to drop/lower one’s guarda V1,V2 listing forto foam/froth at the mouth
and a V1 listing foto sugar/sweeten the pill

In comparison to its treatment of pure and semondi, there is a less defined
lemmatisation strategy for figurative idioms in 9XID (2001). The analyses of the two
earlier categories show a preference for a noumdisparticularly in the case of pure
idioms and invariable semi idioms. The dictionatyises two different strategies on an
almost equal scale for invariable figurative idiomgh four expressions having a V, N
listing compared to five that are found exclusivetyder a noun component. The group
of expressions with V, N listings is the most olmsaase of where the dictionary applies
its strategy of enteringranslations of idiomatic expressions...under moentbne of its
components to make them easier to’faglonly two pure idioms and no invariable semi
idioms have entries under two elements. Its reogrdif variable figurative idioms
highlights the lack of systematicity and consisteircthis category with all expressions
listed differently. This varies from a listing undeach constituent foro burn one’s
boats/bridgedo a verb listing foto hit the ceiling/roof

Findings from the analysis of figurative idiomsthe HGI (2006) once again highlight
the failure of the dictionary to adopt a particulemmatisation strategy. Like the two
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previous categories, the dictionary uses a dutahdjsstrategy for invariable expressions
with five listed under both verb and noun and fbaving a single listing under either a
verb or noun element. Its coverage of variable rAgue idioms is somewhat less
consistent than that of semi idioms with only tw@mssions in the same categoty (
burn one’s boats/bridgeandto hit the hay/sagkwith identical V, N1, N2 recordings.
Like other dictionaries, the HGI (2006) does ndadteynatise its point of entry for variable
expressions, which results in many solutions besef for the same problem. In overall
terms, there are two idiom® carry coals to Newcastlendto foam/froth at the mouth
which have the same entry point across all sixiaheties. The former can be found
undercoal and the latter is entered under both variable sj¢dbfoam andto froth, in
each dictionary.

3 The Lemmatisation of Idiomatic Expressions: A Semntic-based approach
Figure4 A Classification of Fixed Expressions

Phrasemes
Collocations Idioms
Semi-literal Non-literal
decomposable  not decomposable
make / take a decision promise spill the beans saw logs
as light as a feather somebody the moon

(Source: Harras and Proost, 2002:280)

Hartmann and James (1998:83) refer to lemmatisatien‘a problem awaiting a
comprehensive solution (attempted by computati@pgdroaches) in connection with
wider tasks such as how to choose a suitable heddinam the constituents of a fixed
expression...." In light of this suggestion a lemrsatiion strategy proposed by Harras
and Proost (2002) that reflects the lexical (andasdic) status of idioms could enable a
more systematic lemmatisation based on their samahtracteristics. The proposed
strategy by Harras and Proost (2002) could rethify problem in certain ways. Firstly,
pure idioms should be inserted separately under hibadword of the first main
component, either noun or verb of the expressiti. liting as a separate entry codifies
the unrelated semantic senses between the headwardtand alone lexical item and its
idiomatic sense. Secondly, semi-idioms should ikered under the component that
preserves its literal meaning, for example, listitag promise the moorunder the
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headwordpromise. Cross-references may be included at other conmisrie guide the
user to the point of entry for the expressions.

The conceptual lemmatisation design proposed byadaand Proost (2002) identifies
figurative idioms as non-literal, but highlightsnse as having a decomposable meaning.
This draws on previous studies of idiom semanti€sNunbergat al. 1994; Jackendoff
1997 and Horn 2002), which suggest that some rerali idioms may be more
semantically compositional than others. Jacken@¥B7:168) refers to these types of
idioms as ‘having a sort of metaphorical semantiengosition.” Horn (2002:249)
elaborates on this theory by stating that idiomghvauch qualities have a ‘thematic
composition’ that results in the thematic structofethe verb in both its literal and
figurative sense being identical. Jackendoff (19€8@éntifies some expressions in which
the meaning of the lexical components, normally tkeb, in their abstract, figurative
senses bear strong relation to their literal meankhe identifies the four expressions
listed as having a metaphorical semantic compasitibeir ‘extended meanings’ are
included in square brackets.

To bury the hatchet To break the ice

[to reconcile] [a disagreement] [to break downbparier]
To draw the line To let the cat out of the bag
[to make/enforce] [a boundary] [to reveal / a sfcr

From the perspective of lemmatisation, analysiggritive idioms through a metaphorical
semantic composition may have some limitationsstlyir not every figurative idiom has a
decomposable meaning; therefore this theory caieotapplied universally within this
category. Secondly, while the theory has certalidity it is somewhat subjective and may
not have the necessary substance upon which td buihaxim for the lemmatisation of
idioms. Therefore, it is proposed that the follogviepproach would successfully achieve an
individual lemmatisation strategy for each idiontegry. Firstly, pure idioms, as advocated
by Harras and Proost (2002), should be insertedraggly, however given that lexical
components are all semantically equal a listingenrghch component may be more suitable
as it also avoids the lexicographer having to subjely judge if one element is more
important than another. Secondly, the most appatpmpoint of entry for semi idioms is
under their literal component. In addition, theylcbbe listed in the upper layer of the
phraseology section of dictionary entries, whichegithem a greater physical proximity to
the headword and recognises the semantic link legtwbe main entry and the idiom
constituent. Thirdly, figurative idioms could beserted under their verb component in the
lower layer of the phraseology section. This tak&® consideration that they are not
semantically related to the hepdr se but recognises that there may be a closer lirntkh¢o
headword than that of pure idioms.

Another problematic issue is that of variable idgmwhich dictionaries fail to deal with in a

consistent way. There are three possible listirejesgies; entering the phrase either under all
components, under all variable or at the fixed eletrin the expression. Given that users
may not be aware of all variations, a listing unter fixed element may be more suitable for
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two reasons. Firstly, this method gives a defipent of entry, which makes it easier for the
dictionary user to find and the lexicographer tst lihe expression. Secondly, it would
minimise the number of listings as only one wouddrequired for every variable expression.
Some difficulties may arise in the recording of séfioms as the literal element may not
always be the fixed element in some expressiongreftre, cross-references could be
inserted under the literal element(s) to guidesigethe fixed point.

4 Conclusion

The combination of theory and findings from the lgsia reveal the complexity of
lemmatising idioms. Modern-day dictionaries incluateextensive range of idioms but use a
number of different strategies to record, whictdieto some inconsistencies. This results in
idioms in the same semantic and syntactic catelgeiryg recorded differently. An alternative
approach would be to use semantics as a defirfeietor in selecting the most appropriate
entry point. The fact that idioms are not a homagsnsemantic group provides a clear
delineation between each category. This would allexicographers to develop and
implement a lemmatisation framework for idioms, @hiwould reduce, if not entirely
remove, the inconsistencies that affect their msgmtation in modern-day bilingual
dictionaries.
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Multiple Standard Values, One Comparison?
Gergely Kéntor

Eb6tvos Lorand University, Budapest

Abstract

The aim of this paper is to describe a seeminghjaé comparative construction, which
exists in languages licensing both clausal and WaPecomparative complements (than-XPs).
The nonconformity of such constructions lies in e that they include recursive Degree
Phrases, inasmuch as a DegP is embedded in anbibgP, representing distinct standard
values in the semantic derivation of the clause.

1. Introduction

In prototypical comparative constructions, the ealydegrees) related to two entities are
compared and placed on a dimensional scale (Kenb@dy, Bierwisch 1989). For example,
in John is taller than Bill isthe degree related tiohn’s heightis the reference value {3
whereasBill's height is the standard value d)d The constituent responsible for the standard
value is the degree clause (or phrase), typicaityoduced bythan However, in certain
languages (e.g., Hungarian, Russian), wheam is followed by only a DP, this phrasal
comparative complement can also manifest itsethan form of a bare DP supplied with a
special, inherently assigned and morphologicallglized case gdessivein Hungarian,
genitivein Russian; see Wunderlich 2001, Pancheva 2006).

Nevertheless, there has not yet been proposed mplgnation of the following
phenomenon, which can be detected in Hungariarcartdin Slavic languages as well: in the
place of the comparative complement, there mayappdare DP comparative complement,
immediately followed byhan and another bare DP comparative complement, anmied
below:

(1) Anna magasabb Janosnal mint Péternél Hungarian
Ann taller John-ADE than Peter-ADE
‘Ann is taller than both John and Peter, and tifferénce between Ann’s height and
John’s height is greater than the difference betwi®n’s height and Peter’s height.’

In other words, three degrees related to the caosgam@ppear in the clause, two of which
seem to be embedded in the place of the constitaspbnsible for the standard value. As the
English translation of (1) shows, it may be a dvadle for both the syntactic and the semantic
analyses of comparatives as of today to derivesthesture and meaning of (1) properly. The
aim of this paper is to throw light on the probldéimaata and provide an adequate analysis of
comparative constructions with three values invdlve

2. Comparatives: the basics

In this paper, | will make use of the syntacticioos put forward by Corver (1990, 1997),
Kennedy (1997) and Lechner (1999), with minor migdiions.

It is important to mention that the head of the pamative construction can host the
comparative markerer (-bb in Hungarian; Corver 1990:34, on the basis of Abt687).



Primarily, this degree head (D®grojects a functional DegP projection; also, dtetmines
the most important feature of the DegP: whethes tomparative [+COMP] or absolute [-
COMP]. The feature COMP] requires external merge (cf. Chomsky 2003)s it does
not trigger movement, and it can be satisfied byging a dimensional predicate — i.e., an AP
or an AdvP — into the specifier position of the Pgdiechner 1999:25).

For a comparative construction to converge, theustrbe two syntactic constituents
overtly available in the functionally extended dagrexpression (Izvorski 1995, Keenan
1987). One of them is the already mentioned AP/Agwividing the dimension of
comparison, and the other one is thanXP (or degree clause, comparative complement)
specifying the standard value of comparison, to ctvhithe compared element is
compared/related (cf. von Stechow 1984, Kennedy7B#). The following example
illustrates the syntactic notions described abavaractice:

(2)  John is taller than Peter.

On the dimension defined by the adjectitadler, Peter provides the standard value of
comparison, whileJohn (being the entity compared to the one in thanXP) gives the
reference value (Kennedy 1997:50ff.). Neverthelgsd)n sits in a position outside the
functionally extended degree expression.

However, comparative constructions do not genei@lysist of a single DegP-layer,
as a humber of languages use periphrastic compesathat is, the formation of comparative
adjectives or adverbs is not executed by affixateencan be seen below:

(3)  John is more elegant than Peter. (English)
4) Juan es mas elegante que Pedro. (Spanish)
John is more elegant than Peter.

Furthermore, preceding the elememtsrdmas there may appear another degree expression
as well (see Bresnan 1973):

(5)  John is much more elegant than Peter. (English)
(6) Juan es mucho mas elegante que Pedro. (Spanish)
Johnis much more elegant than Peter.

On the basis of Corver (1997), the degree elemaot® (in English) andnés(in Spanish)
are quantifier-like degree itemswvhich only mark the comparative status of APs/MRsif
necessary; however, timeuctimuchetype elements (as well asry, so, too) can be regarded
as determiner-like degree itemsr measure phraseswhich specify the measure of
comparison (i.e the degree to which the refererateevis greater than the standard value on
the dimensional scale as determined by the AP/AdwvRije in absolute constructions (which
naturally lack standard values; e.gohn is very ta)l they specify the degree to which the
reference value is placed on the dimensional s€atethe basis of these assumptions, it can
be purported that quantifier-like degree items gebjheir own functional phrase (QP) on the
top of DegP, and measure phrases sit in the spepibisition of that QP.

Finally, it should be mentioned that standard valaee typically represented by
clauses or reduced clauses (Lechner 1999:100) hwhay be true for English. However, as
mentioned above, certain languages (e.g., Rusbkiangarian) may manifest the standard
value of comparison by using a bare, inherentlye-gaarked nominal expression (DP); the
inherent case can be genitive (Russian) or adéabia#ive (Hungarian). Such phrasal



comparatives cannot be derived via ellipsis, asletidn process cannot change the properties
of case assignment in any clause. These assumptierssipported by the data below:

(7) Sasha siln’eye,dp ch’em P’etr]. (Russian)

(8) Sanyi efisebb, Ep mint Péter]. (Hungarian)
Alex stronger than Peter

(9) Sasha siln’eyegp Petra]. (Russian)
Alex stronger Peter-GEN

(10) Sanyi efsebb pp Péternél / Péteft]. (Hungarian)

Alex stronger Peter-ADE / Peter-ABL
‘Alex is stronger than Peter.’

Also, the comparative conjunction is prohibited,emhinherently case-marked DPs are used
to represent the standard value:

(11) *Sanyi efsebb [mint Péternél]
Alex stronger than Peter-ADE

Therefore, it can be concluded that phrasal andsalacomparatives both exist, and while
certain constituents in tlitban-clause can be elided, canonical phrasal compasatisuch as
DPs in genitive/adessive — are base-generated s,sdDB not as clauses.

To sum up, on the basis of Lechner (1999:25), theva assumptions can be
illustrated by the following tree diagram:

o

spec Q’
/\
(o DegP
/\
AP Deg’
/\
A De§ than-XP
PN
much more elegant than Peter

It can be seen that the functional phrase projelsyetthe quantifier-like degree item is placed
on the top of the DegP. Moreover, as QPs (or fonelly extended APs/AdvPs) are typically
adjuncts, or are complementsh&if in a predicative position, the constituent esg@nting the
reference value — which can actually be modifiedigyQP — is generated outside the QP.

3. Thesignificance of meaning in compar atives with multiple values

If the clause in (1) is examined, it may sound bddause the reference valde’s
heigh) is compared to a standard valdel{n’s height, while there is an extra standard value
(Peter’s height;, therefore, there are three values involved ie comparison. The question is
how to accommodate all syntactic constituents 9gf {fL comparatives are assigned the
structure presented in (12). The values (the degreehichAnn is tall, the degree to which
John is tall, the degree to whiéteter is tall) will be referred to asdd; and @ respectively.



First of all, it must be investigated how many camgons can be found in (1 is
the reference value, and it is clearly compareddjotherefore, d>d; is the primary
comparison (marked by QP1 and DegP1 hencefortitoreity, d\ is also compared topd
therefore, @d>dr is the secondary comparison (marked by QP2 andPPdwenceforth).
Thirdly, the degree to which Ann is taller than ddfus-d;) is compared to the degree to
which Ann is taller than Peter {dlp); therefore, (d-d;)>(da-dp) is the tertiary comparison
(marked by QP3 and DegP3 henceforth). These ara@iieed below:

(13) 1. da>dy Ann taller than John
2. d>dp Ann taller than Peter
3. (Oh-dj)>(da-dp) the degree to which Ann is taller than John is ¢geahan the
degree to which Ann is taller than Peter

The question is how to accommodate all these coamtipar QPs in one syntactic
structure. To start with, it has been mentionedt timeasure phrases in comparatives
(generated in specQP) specify the degree to whiehidference value {ilis greater than the
standard value @ on the dimensional scale; in other words, thegwshow great the
difference is between the two values of the prinr@mparison. As a matter of fact, they are
typically absolute, as can be seen in (5), heneg lave only one value (the reference value),
which is the one mentioned above-d), generated outside the measure phrase. As measure
phrases are clearly degree expressions, they astdened full QPs generated in specQP.

However, being full-fledged degree expressions [Qfeere is nothing that could
prevent measure phrases from being comparativegrabe seen below:

(14) [orlspecorNagyoih fontos] az emberiség szamara az aram (Hungarian
very important the mankind for the electricity
‘Electricity is very important for mankind.’
(15) [[Sokkal inkabb mint valaHaontos] az emberiség szamara az aran{Hungarian
much rather than ever important the mashkifor the electricity
‘Electricity is more important for mankind than eve

The constituents underlined are measure phramsag/on(very) is absolute, whereasokkal
inkdbb mint valaha(much more than everis comparative; still, the adjectiviontos
(importan) is absolute in both examples. In (15), the refeeevalue of the comparative
measure phrase is the degree to which electrisitpnportant now, and its standard value is
the highest degree to which electricity has evenbmportant before.

The recursivity of comparative constructions can dagtured in the fact that a
comparative measure phrase can be in the specffiarhigher comparative QP. As for the
nature of the standard value of measure phras&dika in the case of any otheg/ds pairs,
it is such that it can be placed on the same sathe reference value. As the reference value
in this case (gds) is computed as the difference of two degreess Hwe standard value. That
is, the standard value of a comparative measurasphis also the difference of two degrees,
which can be manifested only if yet another comjpagaconstruction is embedded in the
constituent representing the standard value oftingparative measure phrase.

In order to derive (1), it must be purported tha primary comparison fgd,) is
modified by a measure phrase; this measure phsasemparative as well, and it takes the
difference of the values of the primary compariasrits reference value and needs a standard
value of the same design; hence the secondary cmopa(di>dp) is entered into the
construction functioning as the standard value e tomparative measure phrase; the



comparative measure phrase ensures the presetiaeteftiary comparison (fed;)>(da-dp)).
The clause constructed in this way can be seembelo

(16) “Anna [sokkal inkabb mint amennyivel magasabb Péternéinagasabb Janosnal
Ann much rather than how-much she tallePeter-ade taller John-ade

The meaning of (16) is identical to that of (1)e forimary comparison is underlined with one
line, the secondary comparison is underlined with tines, and the tertiary comparison is
represented by the constituent in brackets. AdHerextra elements in the measure phrase,
sokkal (much is an optional embedded measure phrase in theifigpeposition of the
comparative measure phrase QP, iakdbb (rather) is an optional adverb in specDegP of the
comparative measure phrase. The presencsokifal and inkdbb proves that the measure
phrase is indeed a full-fledged QP, containing la@ot(absolute) measure phrase in its
specifier and a dimensional predicate (Adv.) incEpgP. It can be realized that there is no
overt verb in (16); the reason is that in Hungaribe equivalent obe in present tense,
indicative mood, 3rd person singular has no phagiodd representation in neutral contexts.

Still, in order to derive (1) from (16), ththanXP mint amennyivel magasabb
Péternélneeds to be extraposed, and some of its condstuared to be deleted. In the
following sections, | will examine whether the appce otthanXPs is licit in extraposed
positions, and then | will return to the structwtalivation of the clause in (1).

4. Subordinated and coordinated compar atives

To start with, it must be mentioned that the swntaposition of thethanXP is highly
controversial. Although it was put forward in seati2 that it is base-generated in the
complement position of D&gthis approach can be criticized on several greund

First of all, let's go through the evidence in favdehethan-XP’s being base-generated
in a subordinate position. One of the most stréaghtard arguments supporting this approach
is that there are selectional restrictions affertthe degree head and thwanXP. For
example, a [+COMP] degree head selects for a dedeese headed than whereas a [-
COMP] degree head selects for a degree clause thégdes, as can be seen below:

(17) Cleo ate more apples than/*as/*that Matilda did

(18) David is less worried than/*as/*that Monica is

(19) Anastasia is as tall as/*than/*that Daniel is
(Bhatt and Pancheva 2004, exx. 1a,b,d)

Also, there is semantic constituency despite naeadijcy between D&gnd thethanXP:

(20) Joe was eating moggy apples than Dan was
(21) [Deg](than)Ad; Danwaseatingd;-manyapples]] Ad, Joe was eatingémany apples]
(on the basis of Wold 1995 and Heim 2000)

Therefore, in the semantic representation, theadelgead and thean-XP form a constituent
excluding the rest of the clause.

Nonetheless, it may also be argued thathle-XP is right-adjoined to a phrase in the
construction at some level. For exampleanXPs can appear clause-finally (hence the
nonadjacency of the degree head andhba XP):

(22) | met a taller man yesterday than Joe



Second, there are restrictions on gapping inthlae-XP similar to those found in the
case of gapping in coordinate conjuncts, as casebga below:

(23) The girls want to eat ice-cream and the boys _scuis (coordination)
= wantto eat
*eat
(24) More girls want to eat ice-cream than ____ biscuits (comparative)
= wantto eat
*eat

According to Lechner (1999:114), “the antecedert e Gap have to be embedded at the
same depth” of the constructiors@morphism condition as a result, if only a single verb
were deleted in (34) and (35), it could not be nstaucted from the antecedent clause, as
there are different constructions with differentbgein them.

Third, there are narrow and wide readings availabmparatives, which could also
be explained by analysirigan-XP as a coordinate conjunct (cf. Lechner 1999:187)

(25) Joe wanted to get more money than Bill ___.
____ = wanted to getwfde reading
got Qarrow reading

(26) [[ip Joe wanted to get more money] tharBjll wanted-to-get-dnuch-monej)
(27) [John wanteddp [r PRO to get more money] thap Bill get-d-much-monejl]

In the case of the wide reading, the structurakis &n ATB-construction, as in (26): the
whole antecedent clause is available to be theceamfrthe reconstruction. On the contrary, in
the case of narrow reading (see 27), only the Idi®es available for reconstruction.

As a result, selectional restrictions and the sdimaconstituency support the
subordinate analysis, whereas the clause-final @appee ofthanXPs, the restrictions on
gapping in comparatives and the narrow/wide readiagour the coordination analysis.

In order to account for the contradicting behavioluthethan-XP, as well as describe
the problematic construction in (1), | claim thhaerte are two designated positions available
for thanXPs throughout the derivation of comparatives: ohthem is the complement of the
degree head, while the other one is right-adjotoetthe construction at some level (similarly
to coordination). This assumption is supportedipieical data, as can be seen below:

(28) | have [more conservative] views on this topic fitReter has] right-adjoined
(29) | have [more than five] participants to work on theject complement of Deg

In (28), thethanXP is at the right edge of the construction, wheré can be found in the
subordinate comparative complement position in.(29)

In addition, Hungarian also seems to provide selidlence in favour of the existence
of both positions. First of all, subordinate phtakanXPs can serve as DegP-internal topics
(similarly to DP-internal topics; cf. Simpson 200@Whereas claus#hanXPs cannot:

(30) Péter pegr ANnanal érdekesebl]temberek konyveit olvast@Hungarian)
Peter Anna-ade more-interesting people b8skisposs-acc read-def
‘Peter has read books by people more interestiag Anna.’
(Kenesei et al. 1998, ex. 154)

(31) *Péter [pege [Mint Anna} érdekesebh]temberek konyveit olvasta(Hungarian)



Peter than Anna more-interesting pedpbeks-3sg-poss-acc read-def

The reason for this is that degree expressiongiimas adjuncts, and as such they function
as islands. Still, in (30) the phrasal comparatimveanalprecedes the AP and Deg after local
movement. This operation is reserved for phrasaipavatives, as their clausal counterparts
are outside the DegP, and therefore they cannoenmbe the comparative degree expression.
Secondly, there is inherent case assignment insphraomparatives, whereas
structural case assignment takes place in claosaparatives (cf. Wunderlich 2001):

(32) Péter magasabb Annanal (Hungarian)
Peter taller Anna-ADE
‘Peter is taller than Mary.’

(33) Péter magasabb mint (amennyire) Anna gasp (Hungarian)
Peter taller than how-much Anna-NOM.tall
‘Peter is taller than (%owhat) Anna is.’

It must be mentioned here that inherent case asgignoperates within local or restricted
areas, and the element receiving inherent casepscted to receive a theta-role as well
(hence the namesemantic casecf. Chomsky 1986:194). As the subordinate phrasal
comparative complement position can host the argtioiethe degree head, it seems to be a
viable step to purport that the DP in adessive oag@?2) receives the standard theta-role from
Ded besides the inherent (adessive) case. On theargninside clausathanXPs, only
structural case (nominative) is assigned, as tHatsls in the specifier position of the IP
embedded in ththanXP, and therefore it is very far from the inherease assigner D&g

Thirdly, Condition C of the Binding Theory can belated by phrasal comparatives,
whereas it is not violated by clausal comparatiwesertain cases:

(34) *Janos azt akarta, hogyy gyorsabban fusson Petdccsénél  (Hungarian)
John it wanted that he faster rsuisjunct Peter brother-3sg-poss-ade

(35) Janos azt akarta, hogy gyorsabban fusson, mint Pgtecse (Hungarian)
John it wanted that he faster rsuisjunct than Peter brother-3sg-poss-nom

‘John wanted Peter to run faster than Peter’s brdth

In (34), Péter 6ccsénébk a DP in adessive case, dhgteris the possessor embedded in this
DP. However, as this DP sits in a subordinate mosiPéter is bound by its main clause
counterpart, and thus the derivation crashes. HewéWéteris higher up in the coordinated
clause, as in (35), no main clause element canibiadd therefore the derivation converges.

Fourthly, phrasathanXPs can move to the preverbal focus position, eagrclausal
than-XPs cannot:

(36) Péter ANNANAL magasabb, (és nem Marianal). (Hungarian)
Peter Anna-ADE-FOC taller and not MariaAD
‘It is Anna, who Peter is taller than, and not Malri

(37) *Péter [MINT ANNA] magasabb. (Hungarian)

Peter [than Anna]-FOC taller

The reason for this is that the phrasal comparasgigenerated in a subordinated position, and
it moves up to the focus position, which is resdrigr exhaustive identification; there is only
one such position in each clause, and nothing edmabe-generated there; in order to fill that
position, an element has to be moved there (s&sE.(2002:77-104) for further discussion).



Nevertheless, a coordinatedhanXP cannot move there,as it could not
c-command its trace from within the FocP in thetf@oordinate conjunct:

(38) [ip Péter focp ANNANAL ; [vp [op magasabh]i]].
(39) * [ [Cp [|p Péter Eocp[N“NT ANNA] i [Vp [Qp magasabb]]]]] (£p ti] ]

Finally, phrasal and clausahanXP positions are not even in complementary
distribution, as there are sentences in which bbthem are filled simultaneously:

(40) Anna sokkal magasabb [Janosnal], [mint amennyivagjasabb Péternél]
Ann much taller John-ADE than howahutaller Peter-ADE
‘Ann is taller than both John and Peter, and tliferdince between Ann’s height and
John’s height is greater than the difference betwi®n’s height and Peter’s height.’

As can be seen, bothanXPs positions are filled, and the sentence is gratical. This
puzzle can be solved only if the hypothesized tigicbf the nature of comparative
complements — as argued for by Lechner (1999) ledsened, so that two positions would
become available.

5. Thesolution
The only question to be answered is how (1) is gead. If (16) — repeated here as (41) — is
examined, it can be seen that in order to deriyetligthan-XP embedded in the comparative

measure phrase needs to be extraposed, and samemistituents should be elided:

(41) “Anna [sokkal inkabb mint amennyivel Y magasabb Péterrjénagasabb Janosnal
Ann much rather than how-much she taller Peter-ade taller John-ade

The clause in (41) is slightly marked; nonethelesse the clausahanXP is moved to the
right edge, it becomes fully acceptable. The stmattrepresentation of the clause following
the extraposition and deletion processes can lrelsdew:

(42) CP
_— [
CP mint CP;
| /\
IP —amennyivel IP
/\ /\
Anna VP 6 VP
/\ /\
QP1 QP2
_— T~
QP3 DegP1 x t DegP2
/\ /\ —_—
sokkal DegP3 AP Deg’ AP Deg’
AdvP  Deg’ magas Deg DP -magas Ded DP
AN | AN | AN

inkdbb De§ t; -bb Janosnal bb Péternél



The relevant structure building processes areéh@)primary comparison is created, including
the reference valuéAtng by building QP1-DegP1 and the core clausal stinecbn the left;
(i) the secondary comparison is created by bugd@pP2-DegP2 and later merged into the
complement position of Deg3; (iii) the tertiary cpanison is created by building QP3-DegP3
and merging them into the specifier position of QRY) the clausatthanXP in QP3 is
extraposed; (V) unnecessary elements are deletiba iextraposed constituent while obeying
the isomorphism condition.

As a matter of fact, the recursive nature of corafpae constructions can clearly be
seen in the tree diagram above: it must be poiotgdthat it is the comparative phrasal
constituents (QP/DegP) that appear recursivelyhe donstruction, as every comparison is
equipped with two values each.

In addition, | admit that extraposition might beoplematic, inasmuch as it is an
instance of rightward movement; still, as the langt the present article restrains this theory
to be developed in that direction, | suggest thatB& Pancheva (2004) be consulted for
technical solutions and further discussion concgyrihe extraposition ahanXPs, as they
also explain howthanXPs can retain their argument-like status aftendpenerged into the
clausal coordinate position. As for deletion, teemorphism condition is obeyed; that is,
every deleted constituent has an appropriate qurebng antecedent of the same type and at
the same depth in the first conjoint, hence defetlicit in all cases. Furthermore, both
sokkal (the measure phrase in specQP3) aniébb (the adverb in DegP3) are optional;
therefore, the clause in (1) has the syntactictira presented in (42).

6. Conclusion

To sum up, it can be concluded that there are tistindt positions available fahanXPs;
furthermore, it is a tendency that canonical pHresmparative complements (i.e., DPs with
inherently assigned case) sit in the complemenitipnsof the degree head, whereas
coordinated clausahanXPs are adjoined to the construction at some hidggnvel. As a
matter of fact, both positions can be filled at $@me time. Furthermore, there can be
recursive comparative constructions, one being €axt in another; as a result, if there are
multiple values represented in a comparative clatlseidea of two values per comparison
can still be maintained.

Gergely Kantor
Dept. of English Linguistics, E6tvés Lorand Univirs
H-1088 Budapest, Rakoczi ut 5. 111/301.

kantorg222@yahoo.com
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English in Singapore: diglossia or continuum?*
Jakob R. E. Leimgruber
University of Oxford
Abstract

Several models have been proposed to account ®rv#miation inherent to Singapore

English. An early attempt by Platt (1975) takes BeP’s (1971) post-creole continuum
hypothesis and applies it to the Singapore speecmwnity. Standard (Singapore) English
becomes the acrolect, colloquial ‘Singlish’ the ik, and they, together with the intervening
mesolects, form a continuum from which speakers/doa stylistic purposes. The basilect is
called a ‘creoloid’, because a pidgin, so Platt,sMaot involved in the creation of Singapore
English — a view that has been challenged morenticéAnsaldo, 2004).

Another approach is taken by Gupta (1994; 2001),0 whews the Singapore speech
community as diglossic — Standard Singapore EndB3E) is H, and Colloquial Singapore
English (CSE, ‘Singlish’) is L. The two sub-vamstiare used in different domains, and while
H, promoted by the government, is viewed as a lsefiloeconomic asset, L has become a
marker of national identity, much more so than theditional ‘mother tongues’ of the
ethnically diverse population.

This paper attempts to find support for eitherlegde approaches, using partial results from
my ongoing research. The data, collected in varisifisational settings, show that more L
features are used as the formality of the intervigeiting is reduced, thus evidencing
focalisation on a binary system, rather than onerwdecreolisation. The trend is more
noticeable with some variables than with otherst buerall, a clear break is observable,
which coincides with the presence/absence of theareher.

1 Introduction

While Singapore English (henceforth SQE) has rexceaytremendous amount of attention
over the past few decades, the question of it®boguistic typological status is one that
remains unsolved: an early attempt by Platt in 1@ 0@posed the application of DeCamp’s
1971 post-creole continuum to SgE, and concurrentitgduced the concept of ‘creoloid’, of
which SgE is, so Platt, a prime example. Other risoddowed, most notably Gupta’s 1994
diglossia approach. All other models can be vieagtased on either of these two
approaches.

This paper presents findings from ongoing reseamcti,argues for an open-minded approach
to the two opposing models. Rather than being niyta&clusive, a combination of the two
seems to explain the observed data most convincingl

1.1 Background

! The presentation of this paper at LangUE 2007 supported by a generous AHRC bursary.



Some background may be needed to put SgE intoxtoSiegapore is a small (650 km
island-state, located about one degree north oédiu@tor, at the southern tip of the Malay
Peninsula. With a population of just under 4 milkoit is among the world’s most densely
populated countries.

Singapore was founded in 1819 by Sir Stamford Balffif the East India Company. Its
natural deep-sea harbour made the island a primieecfor the establishment of a badly-
needed port in the region. Thanks to its locatiomanajor shipping route, it soon became a
vital centre of the Empire in South-East Asia; plogt is a major pillar of the economy to this
day.

In terms of population structure, when the Britishded in 1819, there were not more than a
few hundred Malay fishermen on the island, as a®kh handful of Chinese. As the city
prospered, however, masses of immigrants arrivad the region (Malaya and Indonesia) as
well as southern China. The British also brouggbad number of South Asian soldiers, civil
servants, and teachers, over from their Indianrgéeto This explains the complex ethnic
make-up of the population, a point of importancetoch | shall come back. Since
independence, which was thrust on Singapore in ,119@5tiny nation has seen remarkable
ecorgz)mic growth and is now second richest terribloriyast and Southeast Asia after Hong
Kong".

1.2  Population

The ethnic composition of the population, accordmghe 2000 census, is shown in Figure 1
below.

Three quarters of the population are Chinese, sisfieare Malays, and 8% are of South
Asian or Indian origin. These are the major groapd are recognised by the government as
such: each one of these ethnic groups has oneiofldhguages as an official language —
Mandarin for the Chinese, Malay for the Malays, aadhil for the Indians. In this system of
official languages, English is ethnically neutaid serves as the language of government (all
legislation is in English only), the sole mediumediucation, and the default language of the
white-collar workplace.

B Chinese
B Malay
[ Indian
O Other

Figure 1: Ethnic composition of Singapore’s popigdat(Department of Statistics, 2000b)

2 In terms of GDP per capita at purchasing poweityaxccording to the IMF
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of countries_b@DP_(PPP)_per_capita).



In terms of actual language use, things are claatyas simple as the one ethnicity-one
language paradigm used by government officialsuféi@ below shows the answers to the
question ‘language most frequently spoken at hd@@00 census.

3%

B Chinese (Mandarin)
B Chinese (other)
English

Bl Malay

O Tamil

23%

24%

Figure 2: Language most frequently spoken at hdb@epértment of Statistics, 2000a)

Mirroring the ethnic breakdown explained above,@éke varieties represent the majority of
home languages. Mandarin has the largest sharg i &itribute to government language
planning: Mandarin is not traditionally the natiemguage of any sizeable Chinese
Singaporean group, with most immigrants having ctnax@ southern Chinese provinces. The
most widely spoken varieties used to be Min Nankftien, Teochew) and Cantonese, which,
nowadays, are in second place after the officiabtsaMandarin. The Indian community is
very diverse, too: Tamil and Malayalam are spokga majority, but Panjabi, Hindi, and
Urdu are widespread as well. Only the Malay comryusirelatively uniform; it includes,
besides autochthones, also immigrants from Indareasi the wider Malay-speaking world.
English is the main home language for almost atquaf the population, but this is set to
increase, especially since the introduction of Ehgbnly education in the late eighties.

2 Singapor e English
21  Ecology

When talking about English in Singapore, we needigtnguish between Standard Singapore
English (SSE), which is often described as Stan8aglish with a Singaporean accent, and
Colloquial Singapore English, which is often call8thglish’ by both speakers and policy-
makers — and, indeed, academics (Gupta, 1989; 20@&balia; e.g. Platt, 1975). Singlish, or
Colloquial Singapore English (CSE), is a contactetg, with an English lexifier and a
substrate consisting of mainly southern varietieSlinese, Malay, and the so-called Indian
languages (which includes both Dravidian and Indgaf languages). If the number of
speakers is anything to go by, then the Chinesgukzges are clearly those which left the most
lasting impression on CSE.

The variety has many of the features typically fimcreoles: copula-deletion, regularised
inflections, syntactic plural marking (Ho & Plat993), and a transferred aspect system (Bao,

% The problems associated with the self-reportintingfuistic usage, such as the Census data used trere
been commented on in the literature (Trudgill 19@dpta 1994, inter alia). Following Gupta (1994)wever, |
use them here on the premise that firstly, theytlaedest figures available, and secondly, if theyot reflect
actual usage, at least they reflect either perdeisage or some kind of aspiration. Neither of¢hgarrant an
outright rejection of the data.



2005), to name only few. CSE also has a fair amotil@xical borrowing from the substrate,
mainly from Hokkien and Malay. There is also ananant question taig it, and existential
constructions formed by invariagbt (Bao, 2005; Teo, 1995).

2.2  Analysisof variation
2.2.1 Post-creole continuum

The first proposal for a model for SgE came frondd. Platt in 1975, in a paper where he
also introduced the concept of the ‘creoloid’, ateat variety that shares many of the features
of a creole but lacks the initial pidgin (which wtasught crucial for the definition of a

Creole). More importantly, however, he propose@g@plication of DeCamp’s 1971 analysis

of Jamaican Creole English to the Singaporean €xs¢he diagram in Figure 3 below, the
scale on the left represents the social continubitheoSingapore speech community, with
lower social classes in the lower part, and higimes further up the scale. On the right-hand
side is the SgE speech continuum, which is ana®¢mthe lectal scale found in Jamaica,
with the basilect, ‘Singlish’, at its bottom, areetacrolect SSE, at the top.

Singapore Speech SE Speech
Community Continuum
F
SF
T SF
F Coll
SF s
T Coll
E basilect ‘Singlish’
—Coll =%
4 Pidgin English
T F — formal
l SF — semi-formal

Coll — colloquial

Figure 3: SgE as a post-creole continuum (Platf3:869)

Figure 3 shows the linguistic repertoires of fopeakers of SQE. Each of these commands a
variety of lects, and all of them master the basile a greater or lesser extent. However,
those higher up on the social scale have accessider range of sub-varieties, including the
acrolect, mesolects, and the basilect. The fudbam speakers are on the social scale, the
narrower the choices of lects.



A central point of this model, and also one ofwesaknesses, is that speakers are seen to use
their repertoire stylistically, according to thed¢ of formality required by the situational
setting. This may seem intuitive at first glancet, kaises important questions as to the
definition of formality. Platt (1975: 368ff) linkihis to concepts as diverse as setting, domain,
addressee, etc., in which the lect is used: hesghwe example of university students
conversing in the acrolect to their lecturer, mestd among themselves, and the basilect to
the canteen waitress (1975: 369). This same wajthresvever, ‘would have only the

basilectal variety at her disposal for all usest(lIcit.). The fact that speakers approximate the
standard more closely in ‘formal’ situations igtself not surprising: similar behaviours were
observed in a multitude of speech communities (sé®v 1966; Trudgill 1974 for two

famous examples). The difference between traditistyse-shifting and DeCamp’s (1971)
post-creole continuum is that in the latter therdirstly, a diachronic, contact linguistic
explanation for the presence of the lectal scakechwis then re-appropriated for stylistic
purposes, and secondly, a synchronic associatitmedsasilect and lower mesolects with
lower levels of education (and vice-versa).

2.2.2 Diglossia

A different approach is taken by Gupta (1989; 19888), who regards Singapore as a
diglossic speech community, within the originahfigvork of Ferguson’s (1959) diglossia.
The H variety is SSE, different from Standard BhtEnglish only in certain aspects of the
lexicon, and L is CSE, or ‘Singlish’. Her findingse based on work with child speakers of
Singlish, so the model is primarily concerned veieakers for whom it is a native language.
As in every diglossia, the two varieties H and & ar complementary distribution according
to domains of use: here H is taught in school, uisdaisiness and government, whereas L is
used among peers, in the army, and generally arnmdl situations. One point where Gupta’s
brand of diglossia differs from Ferguson’s is ie #xistence of various degrees of code-
switching between H and L. This is necessary tdaxphe different levels of variation
observed in everyday use, but does pose a probliemn based, as Gupta's model is (2006a:
248), on Ferguson’s classic definition of complatdes: there is no intra-sentential H-L
code-switching in traditional diglossia (except @b/ the odd quote or loanword).

These are the two main approaches to variatiomigapore English. Other models proposed
can basically be analysed as belonging to eithérasfe two: a continuum of varieties on the
one hand (Pakir, 1991; Poedjosoedarmo, 1995)dalassic two-way approach on the other
(Gupta, 1989, 2006b; Platt, 1977).

3 Current study
3.1 Research question & fieldwork design

My research question, therefore, is: ‘Is the vasiatnherent to Singapore English one that is
best analysed as a continuum or as diglossia?’

3.1.1 Informants

In order to answer this question, | use data ctdtbduring fieldwork in Singapore. My
informants come from three post-secondary instingi(average age 17.5): a vocational
training institute, a polytechnic, and a juniorlegke. They differ in terms of entry
requirements, with the brightest students goingutaior College, where they get their A-



levels and can apply for university, the middlegaugoing to polytechnic, where they study
for a diploma. Those who achieve less well in sdaoy school usually attend the Institute of
Technical Education, a vocational training instdat which is much more practice-oriented.
These three options account for almost 90% ofealbedary school leavers. | use an equal
number of informants from the three ethnic groups€se, Malays, and Indians, with 12
informants from each group. Thus the total sampieunts to 36 informants with an equal
ethnic and educational distribution.

3.1.2 Interview structure

The interviews were structured as follows: in eatthe three schools are three ethnically
homogeneous groups of four students, which wer@ded on different days, with
approximately just over two hours per group. Evgaiticipant was first interviewed
individually, before moving on to dialogue interwi®. Then followed two settings were | was
not directly involved, with the last one taking gdain a stereotypically relaxed setting, the
school canteen. This means that we were graduallyng from a highly formal setting, with
one-to-one interaction, to much more informal sgki where | had much less impact on their
interaction. In the group recording (stage 3), swatside the classroom they were in, totally
unaware of what they were doing, and during staie the canteen), | was outside
overhearing distance.

These interviews resulted in some 16.5 hours’ @ingrtime, which in turn gave a
transcription of 110,426 words (excluding turnsthg interviewer). The 72 texts (4 individual
interviews, 2 dialogues interviews, 1 group anddiag-microphone recording, for 9 groups)
were then input into WordSmith Tools 4.0 for woalints, giving us the results presented in
the next section.

3.2 Variablesunder investigation

The variables used herein are grammatical: disequagticles and existential constructions.
Discourse particles are one of the stereotypiatlfes of Singapore and have been
investigated extensively (Gupta, 1992, 2006a; Hel&tt, 1993; Wee, 2004). Their origin is
disputed, but they fulfil important and various gmeatic roles, such as indicating the
obviousness of an assertion, or to signal soligafihey usually occur clause-finally. In this
study, nine different ones are investigated, iniclgdhe high-profildah. Although they do
fulfil different pragmatic functions, they can bensidered a single variable for our purpose
here. Example (1) shows two of them in actimah which indicates information as obvious,
andlor, which conveys a sense of resignation (Wee, 2004).

(1) Because she wants to smgh So she want to [...] join to sing, so we just groloen
lor.
(ii.C.rm)*

As far as existential constructions are concer@&E uses invariablgot where SSE uses
there isin sentences like (2) below. It's also commonaealtive uses such as (3). Again, in a
diglossic framework, this is considered indicatdie..

(2)  There got very famous story [...] about the Bgrand Randa, something like that.

*ji=polytechnic, C=Chinese, rm=radio-microphoneareiing.



‘Theres Is a very famous story about the BarangRadda, or something like that.’
(i.1.gr)

3) | think got waterfalivhat
‘| thought there is a waterfall there, isn’t there
(ii.C.gr)°

4 Results
4.1  Discourse particles

Figure 4 below shows the results obtained for diss® particle usage per 1,000 words.
Firstly, it appears that the first two settings é@avroughly equal proportion of particles:
9.26%0 and 9.25%o. respectively. The two less forne#tirsgs, however, have a much higher
rate — 21.95%0 and 23.98%. respectively. Thus we laagedual increase in occurrence rates,
but also, secondly, a clear break between the et settings. This break is statistically
significant”

25+
20
w 15
3
> 101
5 I
(0] ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
Individual Dialogue Group Radio-imke
Setting

Figure 4: Particles per 1,000 words by situatiosealting
4.2  Existential/locative constructions

In terms of existential/locative constructions, fooking at the occurrence rates of CSE
variants per 1,000 words of text. This is showfigure 5: again, the two more formal
settings score low and relatively equally, whelieabe two less formal settings, many more
instances of the diglossic L variant are obsertdste there is very little in terms of a gradual
increase, but a very strong indication of a cleaak between the two sets of situational
settings, which is, again, statistically signifitan

® i=junior college, I=Indian.

¢ jii=vocational school, gr=group recording.

77=17.33, confidence level of 0.16%, p<.0001 at 95%
8 7=8.482, confidence level of 0.06%, p<.0001 at 95%
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Figure 5: Rates per 1,000 words for (got), accogdio situational setting
4.3 Discussion

Importantly, both variables follow the same trefte four situational settings fall into two
distinct groups, with a different linguistic behaur, which is statistically significant. And
these two resulting groups also reflect the presiatbsence of the researcher, an ‘outsider’.
All this seems to point to the existence of twoesdvhich are used in different settings: is
this diglossia?

The diglossia proposed for Singapore by Guptasiexplained above, one that is explicitly
based on Ferguson’s classic diglossia (1959): edaied varieties that are in complementary
distribution; L is acquired natively while H leadhat school, L is used in everyday
conversation while H limited to writing and highiyrmal situations. Gupta, however, allows
for code-switching between H and L, something thatightly controversial in a traditional
definition of diglossia. It does happen to a cereitent, more so in the Arabic world
(Freeman, 1996) than elsewhere, but intra-sentettie-switching between H an L is
certainly not the norm in German-speaking Switzet]ar in Tamil, for example. Another
problem is the social meaning of this variatiorat® (1975) model clearly shows a
difference between the higher classes, who caacredectal varieties among themselves, and
the lower ones, who are limited to a small slicéheflower lectal scale. This is, again, not in
the spirit of Ferguson’s definition, where H ‘istnsed by any section of the community for
ordinary conversation’ (1959: 435). Not so in Sipgee, where social judgements are
possible on the basis of one’s English — much énsime way than in other, non-diglossic
situations (e.g. Norwich (Trudgill, 1974), New Ydkabov, 1966)).

An important point, however, is that the speakkesrtselves seem to be aware of the
existence of two codes: Gupta (2001) shows howpdiiseption is used in online chat-rooms
and folk literature, for example, where H and L ased for stylistic effect. Even the
government recognises ‘Singlish’ as the targeheirtannual ‘Speak good English’ campaign
(see Rubdy 2001). The complex question of how natior ethnic, etc.) identity is achieved
by linguistic means is tackled elsewhere (e.g. @o2004; and particularly Bockhorst-Heng
& Wee 2007 for the Singaporean case) and beyonsicbyge of this paper, but it is generally
the case in diglossic communities that L has angtrdentity function (Ferguson 1959;
Siebenhaar 2006; inter alia), and it is therefaesurprising to find this in Singapore. This
public support, awareness, and acceptance of diglesalbeit by a different name — should
not be ignored either.



5 Conclusion

From the results presented here and the abovesadlgonclude that although, as has been
shown, L variants occur in all situational settinipe data clearly show the existence of two
codes, which correlate with the formality of thétisg). Furthermore, the concept of diglossia,
being very much an integral part of the speech conityis language attitudes, cannot be
dismissed easily. With all this in mind, the initieasearch question can be provisionally
answered by diglossia. Future research will hayérsgily, confirm these trends with other
variables, and secondly, look into a satisfactooglet for the variation observed both across
the two codes, and within both H and L. Only tlyjset of approach can adequately reconcile
the two opposing approaches of continuum and dsglos

Jakob R. E. Leimgruber
Pembroke College
Oxford OX1 1DW

jakob.leimgrube@ell.ox.ac.uk
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Abstract

This paper presents an investigation into the fisnetl structure of appositives. Taking
Cinque’s (1999) hierarchy of adverbs and functiooalegories as a point of departure, the
analysis shows that all but one of Cinque’s adwddsses can be found in appositives. The
exception concerns speech act adverbs. Becausesitipps are non-finite, they lack phi
features, resulting in an inability to represensaburse roles such as Speaker. Speech act
adverbs obligatorily select Speaker as an argumaetpunting for their failure to appear in
non-finite structures such as appositives.

1 Introduction

Prototypical examples of appositives with nomiaatecedents appear at first to be
rather limited syntactically, as shown by the exb®pin (1), where the appositive is
underlined and the type is given before the exahmple

(2) a. Nominal: John, the village docttives next door.
b. Adjectival: John, unhappy about the propoledl the meeting early.
c. Prepositional: John, in hospital with the flvas unable to come to the reception.

This characteristic has led researchers workingppositives to focus on the external syntax,
in other words how the appositive is linked to ttlause containing its antecedent (e.qg.
McCawley, 1996), or on the semantic or pragmateets of these structures (e.g. Doron,
1992; Koktova, 1985; Matthews, 1981).

However, an examination of attested examples tewbat appositives may contain
adverbs, as shown in (2).

(2) He has had a terrible couple of weeks in Sondtlaow his fief[domno longer (The
Guardian 20/11/01, page 9, column 2)

Adverbs have been shown to be associated with thgepce of functional structure (e.qg.
Cinque, 1999), suggesting that appositives mayah ¢ontain more extensive structure than
has previously been proposed.

With this in mind, the goal of this paper is tcagxne systematically the presence of
adverbs in appositives. Section 2 provides a sumwigorevious research relating adverbs to
the determination of clausal structure. Section cBt@ins an outline of the theoretical
approach to adverb placement adopted for the dsalsch then permits, in section 4, an
evaluation of adverbs in appositives and the inagilbims for their syntactic structure. Section
5 explores the absence of one class of adverbsinfngary and conclusion are provided in
section 6.

! Appositives can also be verbal: ‘Limes, fast beiowna trend in popular cuisine, are selling likedades.’ In
the interest of limiting the field of study, thetypes are not included here.



2 Background: Adverbsand clause structure

Adverbs have long been recognized as implicatedhé determination of clause
structure (e.g. Jackendoff, 1972). Broadly spegkihgre are two different factors at work.
First, adverbs seem to belong to different semasiéisses (e.g. sentential, subject-oriented,
agent-oriented and manner adverbs) which are cesirto particular zones of the sentence.
Thus, as might be expected, manner adverbs telel tound in the lower part of the sentence
close to the predicate that they modify, whereatesdial adverbs are generally found in the
higher zones of the sentence, before the subjdottoreen the subject and the predicate (e.g.
Jackendoff, 1972).

Second, the same adverb may belong to more thamlass, resulting in an interplay
between adverb position and interpretation. Wheaduerb occupies more than one position
there may be no effect on the meaning, as in (3i, may provoke a change in the scope of
the adverb, as in (4): in (&)everlyis subject-oriented, whereas in (b) it is a maratkrerb.
Alternatively, the meaning may be ambiguous betviberiwo interpretations, as in (5).

3) a. Maryprobablyhas left already.
b. Mary hagprobablyleft already.

4) a.Cleverly, Mary opened the letter.
b. Mary opened the letteteverly.

(5) Marycleverlyopened the letter.

Together, these facts present a challenge fouikig) interested in accounting for
adverb placement. Two major approaches to the @moldiave emerged. The first, which
might be termed the adjunction approach, assunasativerbs are adjoined to the various
projections that compose the clause (see, e.gst E2002) and references therein). Semantic
rules interact with the syntax to restrict semanlasses of adverbs to particular zones of the
clause.

The second approach can be called the functigeadifier approach (e.g. Alexiadou,
1997; Cinque, 1999; Laenzlinger, 1996). Under sachanalysis, adverbs are found in the
specifiers of functional heads containing semaiei@tures relating to, for example, modality,
aspect, tense and manner. These functional headsead in a rigid hierarchy, and form in
some sense the backbone of clausal structure. derta found in a particular specifier
position is interpreted as being semantically esldab the features expressed by the functional
head, explaining the relationship between an adv@dsition and its meaning.

Both approaches offer interesting possibilitiesr fstudying the structure of
appositives. Under the adjunction approach, thegmee of an adverb implies the presence of
the projection to which they are adjoined. For epkenthe presence of a manner adverb
indicates that the VP (or other projection) to whitcadjoins is necessarily present. If, on the
other hand, a functional specifier approach is ssthpthe presence of an adverb means that
the associated functional projection is integraitei the structure. The present analysis
adopts the functional specifier approach: the nragiel structure defined in this approach
means that the conclusions drawn concerning appesiare all the more precise.



3 Theoretical framework

Several competing versions of the functional dprcapproach have emerged. For the
current analysis, the proposal developed by Cir{0689) has been adopted, as it is the most
comprehensive and has served as the basis forqaihdaesearch along the same lines.

Cinque bases his proposal on a cross-linguistiweyuof adverbs and functional
morphemes. He first demonstrates that the ordeliftefrent classes of adverbs is the same
cross-linguistically based on an examination ofjleages from several different families. He
then examines the order of classes of functionaphmmes and shows they also exhibit the
same order across languages. Comparing the omfetisef classes of adverbs and functional
heads, Cinque finds that the base order of advedses corresponds to the base order of the
classes of functional morphemes. He thus propdssseiach adverb class is located in the
specifier of the functional projection headed Isydbrresponding morpheme. The end result is
a highly articulated structure for the clause, watlseries of functional projections located
high in the clause before the canonical subjectipas

Based on his cross-linguistic study, Cinque eithbs the order of functional
projections shown in (6), starting at the leftmedge of the clause and moving rightward. An
associated adverb is given in italics with the narfnde semantic class as a subscript.

(6) frankWMoodSpeechAcP fortunate')MoodEvaluative> aIIegedI)I(/IoodEvidentiaI> prObablyvlodEpistemic
> onCepasy > thenruwe) > Pperhapsicodimeais > Necessarilfodnecessiy >
possiblyiodpossiviity > willingly modvolitional > inevitablyodobligation >
cleverlyodabiiitypermission™> UsUallyaspHabitual > agaiNasprepetitive(l) > Oft€Msprrequentative()™
qUiCklyAspCeIerative(l) > alrea-d)'ﬁ'(Anterior) > no |0ngeﬁspTerminative > StiIIAspContinuative >
alwaySispperfect > JUStaspRetrospective > SOOMspproximative > Drieflyasppurative >
CharaCteriSticalI)AspGeneric/Progressive> aImOSI-\SpProspective> Completel)(spSgCompletive(l) >
tuttoasppicompletive >  Welloice > fast/earlyspceterativeqy >  agaiMsprepetitive(y >
Oﬁ:en\spFrequentative(lI)> COmp|eteI)Jl(spSgCompIetive(II)

Under Cinque’s analysis, the fact that the sameerddcan occupy two different
positions without a change in meaning, as in @uits from the movement of other elements
across the adverb, from movement of the adverlojicalisation or focalisation or from
movement of the larger constituent containing ttheegb. Cases such as those in (4), where
an adverb changes meaning as a function of itdiposarise when an adverb occupies the
specifier of two different functional heads witHfdrent semantic features. This can be seen
for adverbs such agiickly, again completely

It should also be noted that one class of adveddted Aspect Plural Completive, is
not relevant for English, which does not distinguisingular from plural within the
completive aspect. It is represented in the hiésafdzy the Italian adverlutto. Since the
present analysis is concerned with English, tlassill not be considered further.

With respect to appositives, the adoption of Caiguapproach has important
implications. Essentially, the acceptability ofafpcular class of adverbs within an appositive
provides evidence for the presence of its corregipgnfunctional projection in the syntactic
structure. Likewise, the unacceptability of a pautéar class of adverbs is evidence for the
absence of its corresponding functional projectianthis way, a much finer-grained picture
emerges.



4 Testing the hierarchy

Cinque’s hierarchy of adverb classes was testedder to determine the acceptability
of each class within an appositive. Whenever péssiittested examples were employed.

Sample sentences are given in (7). For each adVasb, a representative sentence is
provided with the appositive underlined and thevaht adverb given in italics.

(7)  a.completelyspsgcompletiveqiy The eastern arm is a golden building called théCGle
Paris,completelyrebuilt in 1988 which houses restaurants, sidewalk cafes and one-
armed banditsNew York Timesnline, ‘Churchill slept here’, 04/03/90)

b. oftesprrequentativegiy The movement, which takes place in Bruce Stegibeshifting
landscape of light, ranges from images of battldike-a soldier worming his way
across hostile terrain — to frankly sexual writhioften repeated like a tiqNew
York Timesonline, ‘Slithering over the edge of the envelopesee what happens’,
20/02/07)

C. againasprepetitive(t; JONN,again away from homemissed the reception.

d. fast/earlyspcelerativeqr; Ulilities also found that they had overestimatgower
demand for the early 1980’s; smaller plants, nopriekly built, do not require such
accurate long-range projectionfNefv York Timesonline edition, ‘The nuclear
industry tries again’, 26/11/89)

e.wellysice: RObertswell suited to the tasilseemed confident during the meeting.

f. completelyspsgcompletived) RObINson,completelyin the dark about the government
project was surprised to learn about it on the evenimwgsne

g. almoshspprospective The caralmostout of contro] just missed hitting a pedestrian.

h. characteristicallyspcenericiProgressiveOVer the years he had worked with quite a few
accomplices and there was one with him tonighgracteristicallysilent standing
beside him lost in his own thought¥he Perfect CrimePeter Balfe)

I. brieflyasppurative BY that test the former Young Liber&kiefly MP for Neath and 52
next month will make it into the cabinet sooner rather tlheter.

J. SOOMspproximative Jerry Nielsen’s South Pole sagsgon in_stores everywheye
recounts her fight against breast cancer.

K. juStaspretrospective It Was July 2000 when the hospice trustees, ardyaware of a
very large legacywere shown Russell House, a redundant resideratialhome that
would not be economically viable for the Council taupdate.
(http://www.uphillvillage.org.ukHospiceSupport.htin

l. alwaysspreriect Within a week of his arrival Mr Mortoralwaysan interventionist in
his economicswas gone.

m. still aspcontinuative But Rusedski,_a winner in Auckland last week atitl a little
tired, needed to fire himself up with uncharacteristmows of aggression and
histrionics and Henman, up against a man ranked®Nadiruggled for inspiration,
and like Rusedski, was pleased to get off couerafhly three sets.

N. no longegsprerminative HE has had a terrible couple of weeks in Scotlaav no
longerhis fiefdom

0. alreadyranterio, RObIN Saxby,already one of the country’s most successful
entrepreneurshaving built the ARM microchip-design companyoird £7.4billion
business, is the most “underpaid executive.”

p. quicklyaspcelerativey The rumor,quickly denied by the Kremlinbriefly lifted the
dollar and the Swiss franc while hurting the Germaark. New York Timesnline
edition, “Rumor that Yeltsin had died briefly liftollar vs. the mark”, 10/10/96)




g. oftemsprrequentative() But the tendency has accelerated recently asiéssitravel has
rebounded and hotels have invested heavily in {hadlic spaces, expanding them
and installing wireless Internet service eften available at no charge- in their
lobbies and restaurantsNéw York Timesonline, ‘Let's meet in the lobby’,
02/05/06)

r. agaimsprepetiiveqy CIUff, again under criminal investigation by county prosecutors
was ordered Friday by the EIDC’s executive boarthie a paid leave of absence,
but he said he would defy the request.

S. usuallyaspHanituai Fill out the form provided by your state’s healtlepartment,
usually available from your doctor or local hospitdNew York Timesonline,
‘Personal health; Name a proxy early to prepard¢hferunexpected’, 18/11/03)

t. cleverlyodabiitypermission Such absurd and obvious manipulation of reaéity at the
heart of this hourlong soleleverlydisguised as a quart§New York Timesnline,
‘The emperor does have clothes (but he says henlpe24/01/07)

u. inevitablyodobiigaion N his work, Mr. Moore seeks to elevate the lewél
conversationinevitablylowered by the screen adaptations of his work

v. willinglymogvaiitional: This noble life,willingly sacrificed for love of Gadmakes a
book of which it can rightly be said, ‘it will chge your life’
(http://www.amazon.ca/Jungle-Pilot-Russell-Hitt/tp72930225)

W. possiblyiedrossibiity It is by far the longest short in the bogassiblya novella to
some and in my opinion it should have ended much spotan it did.
(http://www.legendsmagazine.net /138/orbit.ntm

X. necessarilpodnecessiy 1he ‘Senior’ following Peter Cornwell’'s name inmgs the
existence of at least one other Peter Cornwehlénarea, natecessarihhis son but
one younger than he. (http://boards.ancestry.com/mbexec/message/an/
localities.northam.usa.states.virginia.countiegjtaer/1714)

Y. perhapsioodirrealis: This year the world’s population will reach siilibn, reports a
Swedish newspaper correspondent from Geneva. Soenewa child,perhapsa
airl, will be born to mark this threshold eveifttp://www.rotarydoctorbank.org
/99i/db_99 3b.htm

z. thenrrurey The story involves an elaborate safari about lmaggn exotic African
game animalthenflown fresh to Paris

aa.oncerpasty [H]is father,oncea businessman himsgelelps to keep things running
smoothly and interacts with individuals who woulttierwise act differently towards
Blaustein because of his comparative youth. (Wuv.gradyhighschool.
org/southerner/southerner1103/ pizza.html)

bb. probablyodepistemic His death probably a suicide is glossed over and there is no
actual diagnosis to back up the pop psychology.

cc. allegedlyoodevidentiai Smith, allegedly unaware of the proposed amendment
declined to comment.

dd. fortunatelyuoodevaaive Racial profiling, unfortunatelya frequent occurrence in
American societymust be stopped.

ee. franklymoodspeeechact *Mr. Minghella, frankly not particularly excited by the
prospect of the bogkvas hooked by the time he finished it.

Two important observations can be made concertigg results. First, there is
evidence of movement operations within appositi&sntence (7n) is a constructed example
showing the adverho longerin its base position. However, the constructedrgxta is in fact
a manipulation of an attested example, given in (8)



(8) He has had a terrible couple of weeks in Sodtlanow his fiefdonmo longer (The
Guardian 20/11/01, page 9, column 2)

For Cinque, example (7n) results from movementdf fiefdom’ to a position higher in the
structure. The implication is that, like matrix utes, appositives contain some functional
structure and permit some of the same movemenabpes.

Second, it appears that all of Cinque’s adverbsda are present in appositives except?
speech act adverbs, suchf@nkly. While the example given in (7ee) is unacceptailieer
examples can be found in whifrlankly is grammatical, as seen in (9).

(9) a. Mapplethorpe courted commercial success tycentrating more on flower
images:_elegant, cold and ofténrankly sexual depictions of orchids and lilies in
single blooms or arrangemeni®ew York Time®nline edition, ‘Fallen angel’,
25/06/95)

b. The facts are uncontroversial, but unacceptahézefore turned into their opposite
here with amazing regularity _(though discussefdankly in Israe).
(http://www.chomsky.info/articles/199601--.htm)

c. During my time in Oakhurst, my brothé&ankly a racist(he openly admits it), was
telling me about the catastrophe called SoutheltiicBaa.

This variation in acceptability is related to théering functions of the adverb. There
appear to be at least four. First, in (7ee), is dt@dard speech act adverb interpretation,
which qualifies the illocutionary force of the utece, expressing the speaker’s attitude
toward what he/she is saying, signifying that he/ghbeing frank. In (10) an example of
frankly with this interpretation in a finite clause is give

(10) Frankly, the idea that there was a distinction to be masteains credibility. New
York Timesnline, ‘Air of truth’, 08/07/07)

In (9a),frankly is used as an intensifier before an adjectivéhdéise cases, it seems to
have the meaning of “openly and completely”. Irsthse, it does not belong to the class of
speech act adverbs discussed by Cinque, but seebwes gimilar to degree adverbs such as
well, truly andvery (Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech & Svartvik, 1997).

A third interpretation ofrankly is as a classic manner adverb, exemplified by. (9b)
This use is generally found with verbs expresspegesh acts, such aay ask answer etc.,
and can be paraphrased to mean ‘in a frank ma@eitk, Greenbaum, Leech & Svartvik,
1997). Like other manner adverlsnkly always has this interpretation when placed after t
verb and its complement, without a comma or amiation break.

The fourth function ofrankly is exemplified by the example in (9c). Here, itsaas a
sentential intensifier (Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech &ai®vik, 1997). In such cases, it appears
between the subject and the verb and indicateattitade of the subject with respect to the
action described by the VP, as has been suggestedritences like those in (4).

In sum, frankly does appear in appositives, but not in its fumcts a speech act
adverb. In the following section, two different a@nsidered to account for this.

5 Speech act adverbs
The absence of speech act adverbs in appositarebe accounted for in at least two

ways. First, as proposed by Haegeman (2004) faaicetypes of adverbial clauses, the tree
structure of appositives may be truncated belowpttogection that contains these adverbs.



Alternatively, there may be a property inherengppositives that inhibits the appearance of
speech act adverbs.

The first possibility, whereby the tree of an agpwe is truncated below the
projection containing speech act adverbs, wouldagxgheir absence without any difficulty.
This predicts that any projections located higtmantthat of speech act adverbs will not be
present. However, this immediately raises a probl@onsider Rizzi's (1997) decomposition
of the CP space into four projections, as show(lLi). Rizzi assumes that complementisers
are located in ForceP, the highest projection endlause. If the tree structure of an appositive
is assumed to be truncated below the speech agtcpom, then complementisers are
predicted to be absent from appositives. Yet thisat the case, as shown in (12), where the
appositive contains the conjunctitirough

(11) Rizzi's (1997) CP: ForceP > TopicP > FocusHnP > IP

(12) The roadthoughno longer an officially designated routeas been celebrated in
books, song and a TV seried.o$ Angeles Time&6/12/02, page B2, col. 1)

This problem can be worked out by adopting Haegesn@004) proposal for central
adverbial clauses. As is the case for appositispsech act adverbs are not permitted in
certain adverbials, whereas conjunctions are (segéiman (2004) for a fuller description of
the characteristics of central adverbials). Haegem@poses that speech act adverbs are
associated with Rizzi's (1997) ForceP, and shehé&urtassumescontra Rizzi, that
conjunctions are located in a higher projectioriechlSubordinateP. She then claims that
central adverbials have a truncated structure dbats not allow Force to be projected, but
maintains SubP. Her structure for central adveshgagiven in (13).

(13) Haegeman'’s (2004) truncated CP: SubP > Fiti#P >

This permits the presence of conjunctions, but that of speech act adverbs. However,
Haegeman’s solution is also designed to eliminatiglemtial, evaluative and epistemic
adverbs, which are unacceptable in central adVeclaases; yet, as the examples in (7bb),
(cc) and (dd) show, all of these are grammaticahppositives. In addition, the solution
suffers from a failure to find motivation in oth&mtactic principles.

Alternatively, the absence of speech act adverag be due to some other property
inherent to appositives. Before proceeding to autision of what that property might be, it is
first important to consider how speech act advdifisr from other adverbs that compose the
class known as point-of-view adverbs: evidentiagleative and epistemic adverbs.

In sum, the difference is that speech act adveslysire the presence of Speaker,
whereas the others do not. This has been exprassdiferent ways. For example, Bellert
(1997) distinguishes speech act adverbs from opfwént of view adverbs in terms of
argument structure: speech act adverbs form theabtasés that takes Speaker as an argument.
This idea is developed further by Speas and TeRB893), who propose that discourse roles
such as Speaker and Hearer are governed by sgntawticiples, and that the syntax-
pragmatic interaction takes place in a part of giietax called the point of view domain.
While they recognize that evidential, evaluativel @peech act adverbs can all express the
point of view of the speaker, only evidential angileative adverbs can also transmit the
point of view of a third person. Ernst (2002) atseats speech act adverbs differently from
other point of view adverbs. In his model, speech alverbs take as their argument the
abstract predicate *Express, which is introducedabyoperator representing the speech act.
By contrast, the other point of view adverbs setbet proposition as their argument. This



distinction accounts for the intuition that speedt adverbs modify the way the speaker
expresses the content of the proposition, wheteasther adverbs modify the content of the
proposition itself. In sum, it appears that speachadverbs are obligatorily linked to the
speaker, while the other point of view adverbsrarte Nonetheless, the question remains as to
how this tight link to the speaker explains the&klatspeech act adverbs in appositives.

One important observation is that speech act &ibdlerare disallowed in certain other
types of non-finite clauses, such as infinitivatgl aoot infinitives (Grohmann & Etxepare,
2003), as shown in (14).

(14) a. *Forfrankly Mary to come is not a good idea.
b. *Frankly for Mary to come is not a good idea.
c. *Johnfrankly win the election?!
d. *Frankly John win the election?!

This suggests that there may be a relationshipdmtvgpeech act adverbs and finiteness. In
the remainder of this section, it will be suggestieat finiteness licenses [person] features,
which in turn license discourse roles such as Sgreak

The notion that there is a relationship betweeaitdhess and [person] features is not
revolutionary. Jespersen (1924), for example, daittmat a finite verb has two major
properties: the capacity to serve as the main iredn independent clause and the ability to
assign person features to its subject. In goverhragd binding theory, several proposals
have been made relating finiteness to [personfifeat Hornstein (1990) and Cowper (2002),
for instance, claim that Agr is only projected inite clauses, while several others have
suggested that phi features are present only whes finite. In theMinimalist Program it is
claimed that nominative case and subject-verb aggae are two manifestations of the link
between verbal inflection and the subject (e.g.r@$lgy, 1995).

Bianchi (2001) takes this relationship one steghir to relate tense and person
features to the discourse. She claims that finggreatures are located in Rizzi’'s FinP, along
with S, which stands for the moment of speech. ldeee, S encodes information concerning
the participants in the discourse. This is accoshgld by allowing the head of FinP to select
[person] features only when S is present. Crucidlyis only present when the FinP is
[+finite].

The relationship between features and discourgertiser developed in the work of
Harley & Ritter (2002), who propose the geometrydifcourse features in (15), which is
similar to the feature geometries used in genezgilvonology in that it encodes dependency
relationships between features.

(15) Referential Expression
/ \
Participant Individuation
/ \o

Speaker Addressee

The root node of the geometry is a referentiaresgion that branches into two nodes:
Participant and Individuation. The Individuationdeo which is not relevant to this paper, can
be set aside. The Participation Node has two bem@®peaker and Addressee, which interact
to identify the R-expression. If Speaker is presamtl Addressee is absent, then the R-
expression is identified as first person. When Addee is present and Speaker is absent, the
R-expression is defined as second person. The edsanthe Participant node altogether



identifies the R-expression as third person. Hadeg Ritter thus establish an explicit link

between [person] features and discourse roles. @amgpbthis analysis with the previous

observations concerning the relationship betweeitefiess and [person] features, the
conclusion is that a non-finite clause such as @ositive bears no [person] features and
consequently no representation of the discourgeaiSpeaker.

Returning to the discussion of speech act advélesexplanation for their absence is
now clear. Since they obligatorily select Speakeraa argument, the unavailability of
Speaker results in a clash. Other point of viewealls, on the other hand, do not select
Speaker as an argument, and are thus permitteppeagafreely in appositives. In terms of
functional structure, nothing prevents the speattpeojection from being integrated into the
tree structure of appositives. Consequently, thesgmce of CP-level conjunctions,
paradoxical under a truncation analysis, doeseqmesent a problem for this account.

6 Conclusion

In sum, it appears that appositives do indeed abon& considerable amount of
functional structure. Using Cinque’s (1999) modal the position of adverbs as a starting
point, the above analysis shows that the vast ityajof adverb classes, and consequently
their associated functional projections, can bendbin appositives. In turn, the analysis
represents an initial test into the validity of Qure’s hierarchy for non-finite structures.

This study is intended to set the stage for furtheestigation into the structure of
appositives. As the example in (12) shows, app@stimay contain at least one type of
element associated with the CP layer, raising questabout the left periphery and its
associated structures and operations. Other issige to the status of the NP, AP or PP that
composes the appositive itself, as well as to tleeemvidely studied problem of how the
appositive is integrated into its host clause. Wlippositives are of interest in their own
right, such investigations are also relevant tates questions concerning the syntax of non-
finite structures and their relationship to finilauses.
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Resumptive pronounsin Mauritian: examining the nature of specificity
effects

Muhsina Alleesaib
Université de Paris-8, Saint-Denis, ED CLI/ UMR 3&FL
Abstract

This study looks at Discourse-linking effects inukiizan Creole relative clauses where the
use of a resumptive pronoun triggers a reading whgrone or more individuals is selected
from a contextually-defined subset of individudi4auritian Creole resumptives confirm
Erteschik-Shir's (1992) hypothesis concerning thestrictive focus’ reading. Resumption is
also incompatible with Sells’ (1984) ‘concept’ réagl Furthermore, | look at the interaction
between determiners and resumptive pronouns:abgerved that bare nouns and indefinite
noun phrases cannot be the antecedent of a resuents a consequence, it is not possible to
observe the purportedly obligatory wide-scope ragdf resumptives in Mauritian.

1 Introduction

One of the issues surrounding resumption is whethere exists an interpretive
difference between gaps and resumptive pronoumséherth, RP). A quick look at available
descriptions shows that languages vary with resmethe licensing of RPs and that within
one language, RPs are licensed in some contextadiun others. This paper attempts to
bring a partial answer to the issue of interpretatby looking at non-embedded restrictive
clauses in Mauritian Creole (henceforth MC) andpanmticular, at those few instances where
both an RP and a gap are available.

I will not examine contexts where RPs and gapsramemplementary distribution on
the assumption that such cases are constraineghbgctic rules. A number of proposals have
been made on this matter and while it is outsidéhefscope of this paper to evaluate each of
them, | will briefly mention a few. The Highest Sett Constraint proposed by McCloskey
(1990) accounts for a ban on RPs in subject positiounembedded relative clauses by a
prohibition on local binding. The ‘last resort’ appch advocated by Shlonsky (1992)
assumes that RPs are inserted to allow extraati@omntexts such as islands where extraction
is otherwise banned. It has also been observedhbajreater the distance between an RP and
its antecedent, the more acceptable it becomespeakers: in analyses by Erteschik-Shir
(1992) and Alexopoulou and Keller (2007), distansemeasured in terms of layers of
embedding (that is, number of CP nodes).

The main point of this paper will be the existen€ta specificity effect triggered by an
RP and how best to characterise it. Such effecte baen shown to exist in Hebrew relative
clauses (Doron 1982). Erteschik-Shir (1992) studhesl contexts which permit resumption
and proposed that, in non-embedded direct objdatives, the use of an RP expresses
restrictive focus, that is an individual is pickeat from a contextually-defined set.

Syntactic analyses make a distinction between’*fand ‘intrusive’ resumption. ‘True
resumptive’ is the term used by Asudeh (2007) srdbe those RPs that may occur in all the

" | am indebted to Laurent Roussarie for providimg formulae, to Fabiola Henri and Noam FaustlHeirt
intuitions and to Anne Zribi-Hertz and the audieat&angUE for fruitful discussion.



positions where a gap might be expected. A welkkm@xample of a language with ‘true’
resumptives (another label might be ‘generalissdimgotives’) is Irish, where as McCloskey
(1990) shows, all types of WH-constructions allosv RPs: in addition, for all of these
constructions, RPs may appear in all positionsdanghe clause. The following segment
illustrates a case of restrictive relativisationendthe RFE occurs in object position in place
of a gap.

Q) an fear [S' ar bhuail tu (é)]
the man COMPstruck you  him
‘the man that you struck (him)’ (McCloskey 19206)

‘Intrusive’ pronouns or ‘last resort’ (Shlonsky Qronouns intervene to prevent the
violation of a rule of grammar (Asudeh 2007; Shiat®@99). Observing that RPs and gaps are
in complementary distribution in Palestinian Arab&hlonsky proposes that when an RP is
compulsory, its role is to prevent the violationaofule of grammar. McCloskey also observes
that RPs or gaps are freely chosen in Irish but®is become the only option whenever an
independent principle of grammar (such as subjacemcthe Empty Category Principle)
applies. For instance, the pied-piping or the stirmgn of a preposition is allowed neither in
Hebrew (illustrated here) nor in Palestinian Araliconstraint which forces the use of an RP
in-situ.

(2) ha-?is Se-  xaSawti al- *(av)
the man that (1) thought about (him)
‘the man that | thought about’ (Shlonsky 19925)

It is worth noting that there is a debate over‘last resort’ strategy: Alexopoulou &
Keller (2007) argue on the basis of experiment#h dlaat resumptives inside islands do not
make extraction out of islands acceptable, yet the§nowledge that RPs are acceptable if
they are deeply embedded. Islandhood and embeddlingot be tested in this paper: the best
way to test the authors’ claim, | believe, is tpragluce their experiment with a number of
different speakers. The fact that the present sisidiynited to my own intuitions as a native
speaker of MC does not represent a problem in rey gince | believe that different speakers
are liable to have different grammars with respectresumption (see Napoli 1977, for
instance).

Alexopoulou and Keller's experiments also show ewitk for the ‘processing’ view
of resumption: the further away RPs are from theitecedent by embedding, the more they
are preferred. Since this generalisation is uncwetsial and seems to be supported by a
number of languages, such cases will be left otlh@present study.

The paper is organised as follows: Section 2 cosatan overview of different
explanations of specificity effects that have bpewposed in the literature. Next, | provide a
short description of the syntax of restrictive teka clauses which includes the position of
determiners. In section 4, | look in detail at NiRl &P resumption, the contexts where RPs
are obligatory or forbidden and those where they iapear. | will then test whether the
claims about constraints and interpretive effepigyato MC. Finally, possible constraints on
the ability of various NP types to be antecedehtesumptives will be examined.



2 Background

Although resumptive pronouns represent a challdogesyntactic analysis (Adger
2005 ; Boeckx 2001 ; McCloskey 1990 ; Shlonsky 19920 not attempt to provide an
analysis of their syntactic status here. | focis$aad on the interpretive effects that they bring
about. Characterising the interpretive effect ofRif depends a lot on what one’s view of
specificity is: this section is a brief outline sdbme proposals that have been made on this
topic. Some authors view specificity in terms obgzal relations, but it is argued by (Enc
1991) among others that specificity is the relati@tween the denotation of a noun phrase
and the domain of discourse: in this view, to detee the referent of a noun phrase, it is
crucial to take the extralinguistic context intoe@eration.

One approach to resumption is the distinction betwthe de re and de dicto readings
of the noun phrase. In Hebrew, where RPs are agdtiohhas been observed that an RP
blocks the de dicto interpretation. The followinghbilew examples are taken from Bianchi
(2007).

(3)a. Dani yimca et ha-i$a §e hu mexapes _. %de dicto %de re
Dani will find the woman that he seeks.
b. Daniyimca et ha-iSa Se hu mexages *de dicto _°*de re
Dani will find the woman that he seeks her. (Doi®82; Sells 1984)

In (3a), the sentence containing the RP can meanOani will find a woman who
will have the properties that he looks for in tdeal woman, whereas (3b) can only mean that
there is a specific woman that Dani is looking @®ay, Linda) and that he will find her. The
de dicto reading is termed theNCEPTreading by Sells.

An alternative analysis would be in terms of refatscope. It has been observed that
antecedents of RPs have wide scope over all giastifn the sentence, in contrast to
antecedents of gaps (e.g. Doron, cited by SufieB)19khe following Hebrew examples
exhibit a contrast in terms of scope:

(4)a. kol gever yimca et ha-iSa se hu mexapes
every man will-find the woman that he is looking fo_
b. kol gever yimca et ha-iSa se hu mexapes OTA
every man will-find the woman that he is looking HER
(Erteschik-Shir 1992: 96-97)

Sentence (4a) may have three readings:

[1] There is one woman (say, Beth) such that ewsag will find her.

[2] For every man, there is a woman such that Hiefiwil her.

[3] Each man is looking for a woman with certailogerties, but he does not know who that
woman might be.

The discussion concerns the available interpretéd)o for (4b), the alternative
containing the RP. Erteschik-Shir claims that camytito what is thought, interpretation [3] is
available with a resumptive under a certain contstté proposes that in a TV show with 5
men and 5 women, the show moderator can utter i(d)arresumptive. Furthermore, she adds
that interpretation [2] requires that two distirsgts, one of men and one of women, be
construed in order to be felicitous. These effeats decscribed by her as a case of a
restrictive focus, a proposal along the lines of EI091) for whom specificity is related to a
‘partitive’ reading. The fact that more interprédas are available than has been thought leads
her to discard an analysis in terms of scope iodawf one based on pragmatic factors. Her



claim is that restrictive focus assignment prevetite Avoid Pronoun Principle from
applying: restrictive should here be understoothensense of selecting a limited number of
referents out of many.

It has been noticed that it is impossible for an tBRjive rise to a bound variable
reading (Sufier 1998):

(5)a. kol exad yikne et ha me’il ha xadas Se hixca (non-specific)
Every person will-buy the coat new that he needs
b. ?* kol exad yikne et ha me’il ha xadas gearixoto.
Every person will-buy the coat new that he needs it (Sells 1984:400)

(5a) means that each person needs and will bujfexetit coat according to his individual
needs. This reading is excluded in (5b) with thef®FSells, but not for Erteschik-Shir who
provides the following context: if the amateur astm a play each need a special kind of coat
for a play, say each one has been assigned aetliffeolour, then (5b) becomes an acceptable
sentence for the stage manager to utter (1992:98).

Another claim made in the literature is that negdyi quantified antecedents cannot
have an RP in their extraction position in Hebr&hlonsky 1992), but Suiier (1998) argues
that it is not so in Spanish. The Hebrew exampksgmted below is apparently ruled out
whereas the Spanish sentence is acceptable:

(6)a. *Rinalo ?ahava af balSan$e-Dalya hikirdet hatiSa Se-huagas.
Rina notloved no linguist that-Dalya  knew A@®@ woman that-he met
‘Rina did not love any linguisthat-Dalya knew the woman that; Ineet.’
(Shlonsky 1992:448, n.3)
b. No conozco a ningun linglista que sus articuloshado aceptados todos por esa
revista.
'l don't know any linguist that HIS articles haalkbeen accepted by that journal.’
(Suiier 1998: 356)

According to Erteschik-Shir, RPs that are corefemith Prepositional Phrases have
to be accounted for by another constraint thaniSpég or restrictive focus. Assuming the
Avoid Pronoun Principle, PP resumptives cannot bketdd in Hebrew because they are
cliticized onto the preposition and the APP carapyly to them.

(7)a. Dibarti im hais Senitkalt BO beyeruSalayim.  (in-situ PP)
‘| spoke with the man that you bumped into him énusalem.’
b. Dibarti im haiS BO nitkalt beyerusalayim. (fronted PP)
‘| spoke with the man into him you bumped in Jeteise’ (Erteschik-Shir 1992:100)

Erteschik-Shir concludes that PP resumptives inmiogglded relatives do not need a
restrictive interpretation to be licensed on theib#hat they do not alternate with gaps. Such
facts suggest that when RPs are the only optionifepy effects are weakened (Bianchi
2007).

The pragmatic function associated with Hebrew Rfess to be absent from Spanish.
Sufier notes that « the resumptive alternativevsuied by indefinite antecedents, at least in
Spanish, Yiddish and English » and that its funci®anaphoric: an indefinite NP is used to
introduce a new referent and is subsequently e by a pronoun.



(8) hay una cosa que llaman infraestructura toaisfue €1 no tomo
there.is a thing that call.3PL infrastructure tetid that he not took
en cuenta ESO para nada
into account THAT at  all
'there is something called touristic infrastructtitat he did not take into account at
all'. (Suiier 1998:359)

Spanish data also contradict Doron’s claim thatumgptives always have wide scope:
a narrow scope reading is available according fteEun both of the following sentences, the
preferred reading is the one where litetres estudianteghe three students’ means the same
three students for each professor, in order wdh#dswide scope reading. But the distributive
interpretation, in which each professor assigns dwaonk to different groups of three
students, cannot be excluded in either case: sarntexedent of an RP may have a narrow
scope reading.

(9)a. los tres estudiantes a los que cada  profiete dar tarea extra
the three students to whom every professor giust homework  extra
b. los tres estudiantes que cada profdsaf debe dar tarea extra

the three students that every professor TO. THEMtrgive homework extra
'the three students whom every professor mustejtr@ homework to'
(Suiier 1998:358)

Abstracting away from semantic or pragmatic useesfimption, Sufier proposes a syntactic
analysis in terms of movement of the pronoun (oamfoperator) to Spec,CP depending on
the strong or weak pronominal feature of the completizer.

(10)a. una  mujer que Luis LA llamo
a woman that Luis HER called
‘a woman that Luis called her
b. la mujer a quien Luis llamo
the  woman A whom Luis called (Sufier 1998)347

COMP has a weak feature in (10a) and cannot atfiagbronoun to its Specifier, whereas it
has a strong feature in (10b) that makes frontaeg €lative pronoun obligatory.

3 Some descriptive facts about relative clause for mation and determination in MC
Relative clause formation

Let us consider some facts about relative clausadton in MC. It is still an open
guestion whether in realis subordinate clausese@hjlauses and relative clauses), a non-
overt complementizer can be represented as a omlplementizer. | will assume that it is so
for the purposes of this paper and will therefonpp®se that two forms show up in MC
relative clauses: Kl ‘that, which’ or a null compientizer, @. Kl can also act as relative
pronoun, as illustrated in the following:

(11)a.Mala pu Suj vit ar sifon.
M. MOD wipe window with rag
‘Mala will wipe the window pane(s) with a rag.’



b.Mala bizin enn sifonpgar ki}j pu suj vit it
M. need one rag with KI MOD wipe window
‘Mala needs a rag with which to wipe the windomes’

The issue of whether Kl is a relative pronoun othi@ complementizer is still unresolved: for
the sake of neutrality, it will be glossed as Kl.hks been proposed for French that the
difference betweeque (complementizer and relative pronoun) and (relative pronoun) is
not one of category but one of position. Both ogcapposition inside the CP projectiaque

is the C head whilgui, the required form when the subject is relativisedn Spec, CP (see
Kayne (1975:128).

(12)a. Le colloquedr [cque]] jai raté. ‘The conference that | missed’
b. Le colloquedr qui [c 2]] a lieu demain. ‘The conference that takes ptaogrrow’

The distribution of Kl vs. null-C is the subject ofirrent research: Alleesaib and Henri (to
appear) study Kl-omission in subject relativisatammtexts: they find that it is maintained to
avoid structural ambiguity and that its use is teglato determiner choice. While Kl is
optional with a noun phrase which is definite amdndnstrative, it is preferred whenever the
noun phrase is indefinite and a restrictive readsnigtended.

(13) Bann zenes’(ki) ena kas roul bel loto.
PL youth KI have money drive big car
(i) '(Those) youths who are rich drivg bars.’
(ii) ‘(The/those) youths, who are rich, drive lugrs.’

The authors do not study resumption, yet we migbume for the purposes of this paper that
Kl is obligatory when an RP is used (more spealkdggments are required to confirm this
intuition):

(14)a. pp Sa tifi *@/ki Zan inn  avoj i
DEM gqirl C Z. PERF send 3SG
Lit. ‘The girl that John sent (her)
b. ppSa tifi @/ki Zan inn avoj it
DEM qirl C Z. PERF send
Lit. ‘The girl (that) John sent
enn letdamur la] pu gagn problem.
one loveletter DET MOD get problem
a love-letter will get into trouble.’

Determiners and noun phrases

Since it has been suggested by Sufier that RPs are common in Spanish for
indefinites than for definites, it might be worthwehto look at the use of RPs with different
types of noun phrases in MC. Bare nouns are fonralgument position and, according to the
context, trigger different interpretations; othesi regular indefinite noun phrases are also
found.

(15) Mari pe manz letsi.
M. PROG eat litchi
‘Mary is eating litchi(s).’



MC has a determiner LA, described as a ‘proximdiibsiby Baker (1976) and as a
definite determiner by Déprez (2001, 2006) whossitjm is strictly postnominal as shown
in (16):

(16) pye la
tree DET
‘the tree (that you know)’

A demonstrative determiner also exists in MC: itniagde up of the prenominal demonstrative
element SA that obligatorily selects LA.

(17)sa pye la
DEM tree DET
‘that tree’

These two determiners are important in that LA og@t the right of the relativised DP. LA
and SA ... LA determine the whole Dfanfan ki pe dornichild that is sleeping’ in the next
examples.

(18)Lev ppzanfan ki pe dormi Ia].
wake child C PROG sleep DET
‘Wake up the child that’s sleeping.’

(19)Lev pesa zanfan Ki pe dormi Ia].
wake DEM child C PROG sleep DET
‘Wake up that child who is sleeping.’

4 NP and PP resumption in MC relative clauses

This section aims at illustrating the specific iptetation linked to resumption, which,
as mentioned above, is analysed by Erteschik-3882) a restrictive focus interpretation. A
difference in interpretation, she argues, means RiRs cannot be conceived as a purely
surface phenomenon, as illustrated by Shlonsky9Z} ‘last resort’ view. In the rest of this
study, the term ‘specificity effect’” will be used a&horthand for this particular type of
interpretation.

This study does not include the use of ‘processorintrusive’ pronouns, which are
pronouns inserted to counteract island or embeddifects. It has been suggested that
extraction out of islands cannot be saved by tisertion of an RP (Alexopoulou & Keller
2007): resolving this issue is out of the scopé&hef paper. The following table, based on the
Noun Accessibility Hierarchy (Keenan & Comrie 19,7/8)mmarises the positions where gaps
and RPs may occur in non-embedded relatives:



Position Gap |RP
Subject + *
Direct object + |7+
Recipient object + +
Prepositional Phrase + +
Genitive * +
Object of comparisort +

Table 1: The distribution of gaps and
resumptive pronouns in relative clauses

Table 1 shows that RPs are obligatory when genitiwne objects of comparison are
relativised. On the other hand, RPs are banned $uoyect position and for a certain number
of speakers, from the object position too. Prepwsid phrases are either pied-piped or are
used with a resumptive, as we will see below. Sjp#yi effects are claimed to arise when
both a gap and an RP are possible, in which casg tlontrast in terms of semantic
interpretation. Here is a brief recapitulation bé tdifferent proposals that have been made
about specificity and resumption.

- RPs are felicitous when an individual is selected a contextually given group

(restrictive interpretation).

- RPs block the concept interpretation

- RPs are obligatorily linked to wide scope readihthe antecedent

- Specificity effects cannot be observed for PP$i@brew)
In the rest of this section, | examine three ofséhelaims and | shall leave ‘wide scope’
effects for the next section.

| hope to show that the ‘restrictive focus’ intesfation is triggered by the use of an RP.
The first construction | examine is direct objestativisation where both a gap and an RP are
available.

(20)a.Avi inn resi zwenn ppsa minis (ki) i ti pe rodet; la].
A. PFV succeed meet DEM minister KI 3SG PST PRO&rch DET
‘Avi could meet the Minister (that) he was lookifg’ (no reference is made to other
Ministers)
[Among the Ministers of the Cabinet,]
b.Avi inn resi zwenn
A. PFV succeed meet
[opsa minis ki [ ti pe rod i la].
DEM minister Ki 3SG PST PROG search3SG DET
‘Avi could meet the Minister (that) he was lookifag him’ (among other ministers)

In the context that Avi met the Minister of Agritulle, the relative containing the RP implies
that Avi was looking to meet just him. The relativiéh a gap does not say anything about the
other ministers: information about whether he hadrblooking for other ministers is not
available. This contrast provides support for tiestrictive focus’ view of specificity.

Recipient object relativisation is the next contdd€ has double object constructions,
and the expected order consists of the recipientosidurring before the direct object as
illustrated in (21).

(21)a Avi inn  donn enn misje sigaret.
A. PFV give one man cigarette
‘Avi gave a man a cigarette/ cigarettes.’



Both a gap and an RP are possible strategies irekfigvisation of a recipient object.

(22) Recipient object relativisation
a. Li mem brpsa misje ki Avi inn  donn t sigaret la].
3SG self DEM man C A. PFV give 3SG cigaeRET
Lit. ‘This is the man that Avi gave a cigte.’ (presence of other men not implied)
[In the context of more than one man]
b. Li mem brpsa misje ki Avi inn  donn li; sigaret la].
3SG self DEM man C A. PFV give 3SG cigaeRET
Lit.“This is the man that Avi gave him @arette.’ (the others are excluded)

As for object relativisation, we find that use of BP presupposes that a set of individuals is
given, out of which one is selected and contrastiélal the others: (22b) has to be interpreted
such that the cigarette was given to that one iddat and not to the others.

A second claim that has been made is that a resusrigocks the ‘concept’ reading, a
claim rejected by Erteschik-Shir for Hebrew on thasis that certain contexts might
legitimate this reading (see (4) above). As shown43), resumption in MC blocks the
concept reading, contrasting in this respect wigidw:

(23) Sak boug pou trouv fam Ki li pe rod li la.

Each man IRR find woman Kl 3SG PROG look 3SG DET

(i) ‘Each man will find the (specific) womandthhe is looking for her.’

(i) * a woman with certain properties

Resumption seems to be tied to a strictly spedifterpretation and to be restricted to
existentially quantified noun phrases.

| now turn to specificity in cases of PP relatitisa: recall that the obligatoriness of
PP resumptives in Hebrew (see 7) is an argumensdgmg that specificity effects are
weakened in cases of obligatory resumption (Bia20l0i7). Relativisation of PPs is done in a
number of ways in MC: some prepositions only admg strategy, some two and some three.
| start by illustrating the fact that PP relativiea involves more than one strategy: in some
cases, an in-situ PP containing a resumptive niaynalte with a pied-piped PP. When a PP
whose head ibr ‘on’ is relativised, for instance, it can be eitipged-piped or remain in-situ
with an RP.

(24)a. pp Sa size lor *(ki) Minta pe travajitla | pe fatig li.
DEM topic on KI M. PROG work DET PROG tire 3SG
‘The topic on which Minta is working wearies her.’
b. pbp Sa size (ki) Minta pe travajlor la la] pe fatig |i.
DEM topic KI M. PROG tire on LA DET PROG tire 3SG
Lit.’/Among the topics, the one that Minta is wargion it wearies her.’

In (24a), Kl functions as a relative pronoun andred be deleted. (24b) involves a
proform with a locative meaning (LA) which occurs the extraction position of the
antecedent. The above examples contrast with respeice restrictive focus meaning, since
the interpretation of (24b) presupposes a givenokdbpics but not (24a), a result that is
consistent with what has been observed for DPivedation. Other prepositions, such as



kuma'‘like’ exemplified here, cannot undergo pied-pipjrbut instead must occur with an RP
(25a). This is the type of context where one cahwiether specificity effects are weakened.

(25)a. ppSa aktris (ki) Devi abij parej kuma 1#1{) la] apel  Malika.
DEM actress Kl D. dress same like 3SG DET name M.
Lit. ‘The actress that Devi dresses like her isiad Malika.’
b. *[bp Sa aktris kuma ki Devi abij parej la] apel Malika.
DEM actress like Kl D. dress same DET name M.
‘The actress like whom Devi dresses is named Madlik

Indeed, the interpretation of (25a) does not rexjtiiat a set of actresses be given out of
which a particular one is selected. The genetadisavhereby specificity effects in instances
of obligatory resumption are weakened holds in M& t

5 Types of noun phrases and resumption

One of the crucial points made by Sufier is the la@ity of resumptives for
indefinite antecedents in Spanish, thereby raisilggquestion of noun phrase determination
and its effect(s) on resumption. | first examinsuraption possibilities with cardinal noun
phrases, bare nouns, quantified noun phrases andum to DPs determined by specific LA.

One of the issues concerning resumption is thdahiy of a narrow scope reading
for resumptives: recall that Suier (1998) has at@gainst Doron (1984) that such a reading
is available for Spanish RPs. | test this claimNe resumptives with cardinal DPs, which in
non-resumptive contexts, can have either reading.

(26)a. *Amenn jpde  diskur ki sak profeser bizin  fer  zotj].
Bring two speech Kl each professor must  enak 3PL
Lit. Bring two speeches that each professor muaktenthem.’
b. Amenndp de diskur ki sak profeser bizin fer ti].

‘Bring two speeches that each professast make.’

The gap relative in (26b) can have a reading whaok professor makes any two speeches or
one where the same two speeches are made by edeksor, but the resumptive alternative
is not available. This is a constraint against mgsiives in relative clauses that are not
separated from the antecedent by a subordinateeclau

(27) Donn mwaenn gato ki Mama inn  kwi {a/*li}.
Give me a cake that MotherPERF cook 3SG
‘Give me a cake that Mother has made.’

MC patterns differently from Spanish in disallowiRés for cardinal DPs.
In MC, determinerless or bare nouns in object pwsiare only allowed a narrow scope
reading; they are also number-neutral (or numbécidat). While a bare noun can be

relativised, it cannot be replaced by an RP iretkteacted position, just like for cardinal DPs.

(28)a. Misie Binda bizin  koriz devwar ki i inn  ramase it
Mister B. need mark homework Kl 3SG PER®llect



b.*Misie Binda bizin  koriz devwar ki i inn ramas zot
MisterB. need mark homework Kl 3SG PER®#llect 3PL
‘Mister Binda has to mark (the) homewhekhas collected.’

In (28a), the bare noun is interpreted as ‘an wifipd quantity of homework’. Either
because of the deficiency in number, or the nasowpe reading, the RP cannot be used in
the extraction position (28b).

Next, | look at quantified noun phrases: whilésitlaimed that such noun phrases are
open to a bound variable reading with their RP parsh, they do not admit a resumptive in
MC.

(29)a. *[pp Sak sofer (ki) mo inn donnili enn laman] inn rod lager.
each driver C 1SG PERF give 3SG one fine PERF ckedight
Lit. ‘Among all the drivers, each driver that hgahim a fine wanted to pick a fight.’
b. ppSak sofer (ki) mo inn donn; t enn laman] inn rod lager.
Lit. ‘Each driver that | gave him a fine wantedpick a fight.’

It had been claimed that negatively quantified eedients could not have an RP in
their extraction position in Hebrew (Shlonsky, 1988t could do so in Spansih (Sufier 1998:
357). In the following, we can see that MC doesatbhit resumption in such contexts.

(30)a. *Pa ena pppersonn (ki) to kav fer lj  konfjans].

NEG have nobody KlI 2SG can do 3SG trust

b. Pa ena pppersonn (ki) to kav fer t  konfjans].
Lit. ‘There is nobody you can trust.’

It seems evident that a distinction should be niste/een Spanish resumptives on the
one hand, and MC ones on the other. In the forREBg may have narrow scope reading and
their antecedent may be negatively quantified. dntast, MC resumptives may not have
indefinite antecedents, and, in addition, when tbegur, they trigger a restrictive focus
interpretation. Their different status in each casgues against a single analysis of
resumptives. Sufer’s description of Spanish fagbpgrts a syntactic account of resumptives,
but the constraints that have been identified f@ pbint to a pragmatic accodnt

In the investigation about noun phrase type andm@sion, a legitimate question is
the interaction between the interpretive effeatesumptives and ‘definite’ determiner LA, an
issue that has not been investigated in the studieA.

Recall that LA occurs to the right of all the elertseinside the noun phrase, including
the relative clause. In the following sentencesok at the different interpretations obtained
when LA and an RP are used for an object noun phseparately and when combined. An
informal semantic representation is provided fareeaf exposition.

(83l)a. Sak garson pu truwpgftifi (ki) li pe rode {].
each boy IRR find girl Kl 3SG PROG search
‘Each boy will find whatever girl(s) he is lookirigr .’

a: V(x) [boy (x)=> 3y [girl(y) A search (x,y find (x,y) ]]

! Hebrew allows indefinite antecedents for RPs pmstsible differences in interpretation is not teeiaby
Erteschik-Shir whose examples are always definite.



b. *Sak garson pu truvpdtifi; (ki) li pe rod li].
‘Each boy will find the girl he is looking for hér

c. Sak garson pu truwdtifi (ki) i pe rode 1 la].
each boy IRR find girl C 3SG PROG search DET
‘Each boy will find the one girl he is looking for

c.V(x) [boy (x) =2 find (x, 1y [girl(y) A look (x,y)])]

d. *Sak garson pu truv pdtifi (ki) li pe rod i Ia].
‘Each boy will find the girl he is looking for h&ispecific only)

e. Raj inn  trouv gptifi; i ti pe rod li la].
Raj PERF find girl 3SG PAST PROG search 3SG DET
‘Raj has found the girl that he was looking for.

e".dT [T C girl = find (r,wy [T(y) A search (r,y)D]]

In (31a),tifi is non-specific (in the absence of LA) and, likbes bare nouns in MC, it is
number neutral. For all boys, if x is a boy, therat least one girl such that he is looking for
her and that he will find her. Sentence (31b) igrammatical: it may be explained by the
constraint prohibiting resumption for bare noums(31c), we have a gap and Det LA: LA
produces a singular interpretation, represented bgithe ‘iota’ operator. For all boys, if x is
a boy, he will find the one girl that he is lookifay. With LA, it is understood in (31c) that he
is looking for one girl. Notice that the existehtgantifier does not have wide scope over the
universal quantifier in this sentence. Sentence)8as both LA and the RP combined and is
unacceptable, but contrasts with grammatical (3ll@rh has the following interpretation:
there exists a set of girls T which is a subsealbthe girls in the world such that Raj has
found that one girl (y) and that girl is part oetket of girls (T) and Raj was looking for her.
Note that any modifying the TMA marking of eitheerta does not make (31d) acceptable:
combining an RP and a determiner gives a noun phires is interpreted existentially, and as
such, is no longer indefinite such that it can pager be interpreted with respect to a
qguantified noun phrase.

In this section, we have seen that resumptives @ ddnnot have indefinite antecedents in
contrast to Spanish and possibly Hebrew. This legs liested for cardinal DPs, quantified
noun phrases and bare nouns. Moreover, combinieg ‘definite’ determiner and a
resumptive is possible and that the resulting preation is obligatorily definite. If that is so,
one has to explain why the presence of LA doestmgger a definite interpretation on its
own: LA although linked to definitness does notvergt the gap from having a variable
interpretation.

7 Summary and conclusions

| have explored the idea that the gap vs. resumptiternation in a certain number of contexts
is due to a difference in interpretation possiieidit While it is often admitted that the referent
is interpreted as being specific, it is still ndeéar what causes this particular interpretation.
Some approaches to this problem are semantic, sotirer more pragmatically oriented: in
semantic terms, the alternation may be viewed mmgeof the de re and de dicto
interpretation, RPs being banned from having aidi dnterpretation. That RP antecedents
have an obligatory wide scope reading has also pbegposed. Other constraints that have
been pointed out that are related to the semantipepties of resumption are a prohibition
against a bound variable reading for RPs and aabamst negatively quantified antecedents.



Evaluating these claims has not been possible inbd€use RPs are not allowed to have
indefinite antecedents (in which | include bare mgu A pragmatic approach which views
specificity as the selection of one (or more) refés among a given set, the so-called
‘restrictive focus’ reading provides a plausibleacdcterisation of the type of interpretation
triggered by MC resumptives. This study finally deavith the interaction between
resumptives and the definite determiteerwhile a more detailed study is needed in order to
tease apart the different nuances of meaning et eontributes, it can already be seen that
LA contributes towards definiteness and that thasRhked to specificity.
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Negotiating meaning in interactive teacher feedbackn student draft essays
in EAP writing classroom

Nam Hee Cho

Oxford Brookes University

Abstract

Teacher's oral feedback has recently been widelgptst in EAP writing centres to
encourage L2 student participation so L2 studentens written work can be improved. As
the nature of discourse is highly localised andiac co-constructed, there are certain
patterns of discourse organisation in teacher’sdfesck interactions. This study explored
patterns of discourse organisation in discussiom$ween teacher and student in three
different English for Academic Purpose (EAP) prograes at a British university: i) an
International Foundation Diploma (IFD), ii) a Fouation Diploma Liberal of Arts (FDLA)
and iii) a Graduation Preparation Diploma (GPD). Hescribed a principle pattern of
teacher’'s construction for providing feedback- tgbuhere were some complex patterns -
that enabled student writers to engage with issbesugh discussion whilst scaffolding them
to engage in a critical or logical manner. The raiethe teacher’s oral feedback is not simply
described as a writing instructor, but as creatmgupportive mutual environment. However
some of interactional features suggested that mgiteachers provided a critical judgment by
evaluating student errors or by pronouncing wheteerdent ideas are right or wrong in a
way that seems to block student contributions.

1. EAP context and the research question

With the rapid growth in the numbers of studenwrieng English as a Second/Foreign
language instruction, especially English for AcadeRurposes has developed significantly
(Coffey, 1984; Robinson, 1991; Jordan, 1997; Hyland Hamp-Lyons, 2002). The needs of
EAP students have been defined as “the quick aodosgical the use of English to pursue a
course of academic study” (Coffey, 1984:3). EAPrses aim to facilitate students’ speaking,
writing and research skills, with a syllabus basedneeds analysis of student activity in
subject - specific disciplines. The EAP syllabusfien dominated by constrained time limits
and a need for prioritisation of specific discounsg¢he medium of English e.g. mastery of
appropriately handling textbooks, lectures, jousnakeminars, group discussions, and so on
(Hyland and Hamp-Lyons, 2002).

A great deal of EAP pedagogic research is devatede theory and pedagogy of writing, as
effective literacy teaching has been identifiedoag of the most problematic practices in
Higher Education (QAA, 2002). As a process of sgdahetorical action, writing of any kind
involves a complexity of cognitive and linguistictizities whereby writers match the
expectancies and competencies of their readershjilarfd, 2000). Effective writing aims to
result in texts which both meet the individual erit¢ goal and satisfy the needs of readers’ in
their professional context. This is especially s&AP. However, it is not simply a matter of
engaging student textual awareness. Alongsidesthidents must develop awareness of their
own personal and internal strategies in order tdoggond mere reproduction of models of
practice, and to develop their own academic vditehe process of achieving such a voice,
and effective awareness of linguistic and rhetbrazdions in text, it is generally believed
important to engage students in teacher/peer fe&dém this kind of interactivity generates
awareness of practice, particularly of the rec@rsiature of the composing process in tasks



such as writing (Hyland, 2000). Undoubtedly, feedkactivities — both interactions between
student and teacher and between peers — play antamprole in motivating and encouraging
learners (Paulus, 1999).

In general, there has been a considerable bodgsafarch on classroom interaction (e.g.
Sinclair and Coulthard, 1975: IRF model, Mercer93;9Benwell and Stokoe, 2002) but
studies of the nature of feedback interaction duteacher feedback, especially within L2
students’ literacy practices, have received limiggigntion in EAP pedagogy in UK higher
education. Some scholars demonstrate how the @agigotiprocess works well during the
writing (Goldstein & Conrad, 1990); they lookedthe length of ‘teacher dominant’ time
between weaker and stronger students (Patthey-€h&vé&erris, 1997); and at various
aspects of teacher’ feedback e.g. explicit, dimrctjuestioning (Williams, 2004). Although
their findings inform the importance of the negtitia process and identify some aspects of
feedback interactions, the evidence gathered foange of characteristics of the dynamic
nature of teacher feedback/peer interactions resringufficient.

My preliminary research (Cho, 2004) as a pilot cstsdy addressed the issue of contextual
and social factors in the EAP writing classroome Thesis was that through understanding
interactive feedback interactions, limitations apdssibilities, instructors can encourage
students to find and create their own ‘voice’ ineithlearning contexts. However,
opportunities for detailed investigation were lieat Such interaction is almost certainly the
key to a fuller understanding of the nature, patéidy in language learning (van Lier, 1996:
Gibbons, 2002). Therefore, this study will focusrenon the nature of negotiated learning in
interaction: that is, to give an account of howctesr to student behaviour works interactively
around a writing task.

The aim of this research is to investigate the neatd feedback interactions between teacher
and student (teacher’s oral feedback), by explowhgt happens when L2 writers engage in
focus on the drafting process with teacher or peetise classroom. This paper only presents
an account of how teachers construct feedbackuatest draft essays focusing especially on
the opening section of spoken interaction in thé?Baxiting disciplinary context. | begin by
presenting the relevant literature about L2 litgrdevelopment through spoken discourse. |
then present the methodology. After that, | analyse openings in the structure of spoken
feedback, showing the interactional characteristitsch regularly occur in the opening
sections; and elaborate how those interactions lmeen developed for the purpose of
feedback. The paper concludes with a summary. Aghahe analysis isolates the opening
interaction of the entire interaction, there ighis opening a great deal of the complexity of
literacy disciplinary practice as it informs us htsachers support or develop ways of student
thinking in an early stage of feedback.

2. Relevant Literature

2.1 Literacy enhancement through spoken discourse

Spoken language in learning has been recognisea amportant and valuable approach as
Vygotsky's (1978) theory emphasised. Vygotsky's Ivkelown concept of the Zone of
Proximal Development is focused on instruction aedelopment and it is fundamentally
organised in the social situation of developmerdrughe basic contradiction between what
the child campresentlydo on its own and what the chadll be able to dowith appropriate
help given the possibilities and constraints oféhgironment. Spoken language or interactive
discourse has recently been widely adopted in EARNg centres to encourage student
participation in their learning environment. Liteyadevelopment is not simple for L2
students as the literacy in question i.e. in Ehgissembedded into a particular social context
which is associated with their new academic disseurommunity which has their own
genres and has required some specific lexis (Swdl@80). Within such a particular



community, novice writers must learn the acaderitventions for their field of study. This
leads us to think about what needs to be taughé dearnt for literacy development in EAP.

2.2 Writing and community

Literacy is related to a social context and itsgleage. Writing especially is rooted in the
conventions of the host community which is defitgdbiological ties, or by the practice of a
common discipline. So writers cannot simply produmey text without understanding
concepts within that community (Bizzell, 1992). &lg then, those who are new to the
community and are not proficient in the dominamglaage must acquire the language and
understand the ways that texts are written to lee usthat social environment (Hamp-Lyons,
1988). Second language learners (L2) thereforeg feammplex challenges as the host
conventions may conflict with their own when L2dgats are pursuing new academic studies
in a different language (Myles and Cheng, 2003)sWwiprisingly, engaging with this new
community is not straightforward for second languagudent writers especially given the
complex atmosphere of higher education. They maist fijluency in the specific conventions
of English language discourses to study effectiuelheir own disciplines. In doing this they
face complex issues within two different discipim&ommunities (Hyland & Hamp-Lyons,
2002). The issues which L2 student writers arelyike encounter have been thought about
especially in English for Academic Purposes on Whiwe present study draws. Over the last
few decades, the teachers and researchers of E¥d’thed to develop techniques to deal
with this challenge.

2.3 Scaffolding

The concept of scaffolding has become widely ressghas one of the principles of effective
instruction in education settings. This metaphdere to ‘the steps taken teeduce the
degrees of freedoin carrying out some tasks so that the learnerccacentrate on difficult
skills she/he is in the process of acquiring (BrunE978: 19). It allows teachers to
accommodate an individual student needs and isio#tiplrelated to Vygotsky’s Zone of
Proximal Distance (ZPD). The learner ordinarily kcbanot achieve independently without
some kind of help or assistance. Scaffolding isaxgss in which students are given support
until they demonstrate their task mastery indepetigéRosenshine & Meister, 1992). When
students begin to demonstrate task mastery, theeelerf the support from the teacher is
decreased gradually and the responsibility fomiear shift to the students.

3 Methodology

3.1 Research participants

The research participants in this study include@dhwriting teachers and EAP students in
pre-sessional writing classrooms in higher eduoaditoa UK university.

-Student participant group:

For teacher feedback observation, the group ofesiudarticipants for the study were from
three different levels of English language couisesn English for Academic Purpose (EAP)
programme at a UK university: i) an InternationabuRdation Diploma (IFD), ii) a
Foundation Diploma Liberal of Arts (FDLA) and iia Graduation Preparation Diploma
(GPD). A total of 24 non-native students partiogghin and consented to feedback activities.
The student writers in these three classes alsainaithr tasks in that they had to produce a
3000word essay based on background reading ofgpedific interest or subject.

-Teacher participants:

There were three different female native teachersrgst the participants: Rose, Tania and
Amy (not their real names). They had all been teacEnglish for 10 years or more and had
all taught English outside the UK. They all usedeaist three drafts to assess student written



work: one for individual student writers’ eyes or{ly preliminary draft); one for peer and
teacher feedback without grade (draft 1), and ited fyrade version of their assignment (draft
2) (course materials, 2006).

3.2 A Selected Method

For this study, Conversation Analysis was usedhasappropriate research approach. As it is
a qualitative method, it allows the researcherabrigh authentic evidence of micro-structural
data -‘details of actual events’ (Sacks, 1984a:-20)find out what really happens. CA also
enables us to understand phenomena in holistidoaagd on actual recorded data of naturally
occurring interactions (Hutchby and Wooffitt, 1998uch data is developed along the lines
of a detailed transcription system with a highlypameal orientation. As transcripts facilitate
intensive analytical consideration with selectiy@sedes transcription enables the analysts
and other readers to have transparent access tdatiae content. It is to be noted that
transcriptions cannot represent the recorded nadgem their full details; rather they are
necessarily selective: selective transcripts cariodewed by the researcher’'s analysis and
afford researchers an opportunity for deeper cenattbn. The study aims to capture a
richness of details in regard to classroom intémaciand to apply the conversational analysis
approach to maximize understanding of real feedlsétclations and to authenticate findings
during teacher’s spoken feedback.

-Data Collection

Each session of teacher spoken feedback was vigdBo/eecorded over the period of
approximately 6 months in 2006. The number of spdkedbacks recorded for the three
teachers were similar: 10 for IFD and 11 for bo}LA and GPD: total 32 tutorials. The

length of these in the recorded corpus range widedial 10 hours 6 minutes 45 seconds
were collected without measuring the time they spanwritten comments. However, as
mentioned earlier, this study does not intend tdyae the whole interaction: 32 tutorials in
opening sequence were transcribed for intensivlytamaonsideration on how the ways that
teachers speak to construct meaning and improvsttidents writing.

4 Analysis from the findings

4.1 The spoken feedback in the opening sequence

The first analysed extract is from the very begmgnof spoken feedback given by Rose to
Julia, her student from France. They are sitting teeeach other in a classroom and Julia has
brought along with her the first draft containingtten comments given by Rose a week
previously. T is the teacher, Rose, and S is tingestt, Julia.

[Extract 1]

RT5-FF1 00:19-1:45 T: Teacher-Rose J: Studeh& (1) (2) (3): three part of feedback constinn

The whole interaction length was 15.30 minutes. Stiident’s topic was “Terrorism, the force behintkav law in the United Kingdom”.
1T(1) ((looking at Julia’s essay and seeing bheef)°°Okay um: wo-were my comments understandeiste

2J Yes (.J1 think (.) I've got ALL the bibliographiésWRt ONG ((smiling))=

3T =° DD yout ° = ((seeing Julia’s eyes))

4] =YE::$.hh) ((smiling)) in the (0.3) but | can chgmit (0.3) | just have to chga it (.) but

5T(2) >Ha-How did you make those mistakes

6J I don't KN ow: but (.) | don’t KNtow: (.) I, I looked the (.) in how to (.) | had tpaper how to ¢ (.hh)
7 but (.) I don’t know (.hh) WHY | did it WR ONG (.h) ((smiling))

8T(3) >you(.) you know what did | (0.5) why | §).where is it? where is the bibliography? (1.0).yehe prdlem is that the
9 date ((pointing at Julia’s paper)) HERED{]land the date (.) here (.) Nicholson (.) heré ays nineteen ninety eight
10 (.) and here ((looking at Julia’s bibliogng)) it says two thousand two (.hh)

11 WOQ:: (1.0) I must have got it wrong (.)

12T I mean ([) these are books you (.) youetefgm library or?=

13J ya?

14 =Ye yes yes (.) Actually this one is MINE (1.0) ((pointing heaper))
15T Right

16J but (2.0) the other ones are all from hpra
17T because um:: | think you made a coupleisfakes (.) there was Nicolson one (.) there washean one you've got year
18 wrong (.) | think (2.0) anyway (.) and the place anyway (.) you you can sort that onecantt you? =



193 =Yeah

20T and here always put the author (.) anldefd isn't author then (.) in this case the paperry I've got a cough<
21J ok () it's ok

22T A-CHEE:: (5.0) sorry (.) this cold has bémilding up all week (X) and finally hitting me gm:: SO (.) SO RT
23 that QUT

22) Yeah ((nodding)) (bibliography can change)

At this early stage, we can see the teacher imyviire student’s contribution, and reflect on
why she made the errors. At first, the teachemgits to set up her talk by connecting with
the student’s past experience e.g. written comnoenthe student’s first draft, which the
teacher provided a week before. She begins withifrg her talk “Okay um:” and initiates a
close question: “were my comments understanddbidich is a non-directive way and is not
a specific attention that seems to encourage thaest’'s participation. The student answers
the question “Yes (.)” and provides new informatiamich is her own problematic issud “
think (.) I've got ALL the bibliographi€sWR1t ONG”. Here, the student takes an active role
and initiates self-nominated topic as her own dpgeproblem rather than the teacher’s
proposed topic as of general problem in line 1. Teéacher then treats the student’s
information as new and provides her interest_“DDyout °”. This teacher seems to
collaborate with the student and provides a spaegaborate for the student so the student is
able to construct her evaluation “hut | can_chage it (0.3) | just have to chga it (.) but”.
When her turn seems to close down, the teacheatest another turn: “How did you make
those mistakes'. The teacher, here, takes an inductive approdubhnseems to develop the
learner’s thinking process that probably encourathes student to explore her existing
knowledge or to concede the efficiency of problestvisg strategies. However, when she
sees that the student lacks knowledge or has wrdagmation in lines 6 and 7(even though
she provided written comments a week before) “I'd&mM tow: but (.) | don’t KN ow:

...WHY I did it WR1t ONG”, she does finally inform and instruct. Thetmstion is related to
specific content associated with the teacher’s giggeas an academic writing instructor. In
order to solve the problem, the teacher provideseregplanation stimulated by the errors her
student has made. In other words, she choosesxtaaltelata from the text in front of them
to offer examples of how the student has made ®mather than simply telling the student
that errors exist or instructing her on how to eotrthem. For example, when she recognises
the student’s problem in lines 8 and 9 “ye (.) thveblem is that the date”, the teacher
compares the cited references in the body of theesit's essay and the bibliography at the
end of the essay “it says nineteen ninety eigtdr(d here ((looking at Julia’s bibliography)) it
says two thousand two (.hh)” . Her spoken elabonapossibly allows Julia to understand
why she made her errors more than teacher’s wrtibemments which she appears not to have
fully understood. So she finally admits her misustending “WOQO :: (1.0) | must have got
it wrong” in line 11.

However, the teacher reconstructs her turn as sirgswo check accuracy of the sources
whether the student has actually used those sourdes essay “| mean (.) these are books
you (.) you've got from library or?”. The studemtangly denies the teacher’s suspension that
“Yes yes yes (.) Actually this one is MINE (1.0)". With thedeher's agreement “Right” in
line 15, the teacher checks the student’s undetstgrof Bibliography and closes the opening
sequence “.SOt (.) SO RT that O UT” in lines 22 and 23. With the student’'s agreetnen
the opening sequence is competed. This resultppasted by Conrad and Goldstein (1999)
who observe that spoken feedback is an essentieégs in negotiating focus on complicated
rhetorical errors or certain types of languagersreng. argumentation, sentence structure and
lexical items which may be hard to deal with inteem form. Throughout the process of
feedback in this encounter, the student not ong/tha opportunity to identify her errors by
herself which helps her to participate dynamicatlya discussion; she is supported in her




monitoring strategy by her tutor. The teacher am dther hand learns more about what her
student doesn’'t know and can’t do alone; and shablis further to fine-tune her instruction
using contextualised data from the student own work

In extract 1 discussed above, as a result of tbkdbfeck the process, the student finally
demonstrated evidence of learning. The teacheristoaction of this feedback suggests that it
seems to consist of three parts: (1) begin withngskbout the student draft essay then (2)
allow the student to explore the cause of idemtifeerors (3) provide explicit instructions to
close knowledge gap. This three part sequence gesvia first sample of teacher’s
construction in the opening sequence of the spd&edback interaction. As my aim is to
identify ways of talking or/and sequential patteofsteachers’ knowledge construction in
spoken feedback using CA tools, | will elaboratethe next section on how the opening
sequence of spoken feedback is used in order tioeiuthe student’s learning. However, note
that | also consider that there are significanfiedénces between each feedback activity in the
light of teacher’s knowledge construction.

4.2 ldentifying the three parts of feedback constration in opening sequence

The analysis of data regarding opening interacdeguences suggests a certain similarity of
construction amongst the teachers studied: thah isbservance of a three part sequence. It
seems to me that the following extract offers aao#xample of how a teacher follows this
three part routine.

[Extract 2]

TT4-MF1 00:00-1:57 T: Teacher-Tania S: Studgofia (1) (2) (3): three part of feedback condtinn

The whole interaction length was 9.18 minutes. 8sfssay topic was “What would be the socio-maitimplications if the wall between
the USA and the Mexican border is built”.

1T ((looking at Sofia’s face)) Oum: °you’ve CHANGED your subjects (.) after after a white ((smiling))

2S =YEAH: ((smiling))

3T ° Oka:y (.)° an:: d °you've comewith a sulpect you feel quite happy abqit

4S =YEAH:
5T(1) LF(es (-) a:nd (h.) °Howdo you feel about your fit draft (.) yourself ?° (.) ((smiling))
6S m: (2.0) | think the OINY thing is um: (1.5) coz | did it (1.0) ur (.) dte: guitckly=
7T =Mm hnt ((nodding))
8S >s0 (,) | don’t think my grammar is (.Jfug vet:ry good an:d | think it's very informal<=
9T =Okay
10S  um: | wer: | only wrote two thousand six Hred words (.) so | need to write a little bitrd.) and probably my
11S  CONCLUYSION (.) I am not very happy with it (.) | thinkshould be more strong (.)
12T  So you could make it... (( trails off ))

YEAH a bit more mm
14T  Sothat is what you are planning (.) to deahf=
15S  =YEAH (2.0)

16T(2) Did you feel (.) you need to do anymoreeestt(.) or: did you feel (.) you've done enough reshaas you need?=

17S =l THINK::(.) mm: (0.4) | have enough actually coz | didnrite complete bibliograpr:F(.) error's only reénce actually
18T albd

19T  Yes (.) Okay([) mm: whichis syees ((looking at Sofia’s paper))

20S YEAH error’s only referengst:Ithat | used: inside into

21T(3) Okay you wi

22s -hm Yes

put the reference list (.)jaltne}(.) you got the bibliographies (XXX)=

23S bibliographies (.) well YEAH (.) ((pointiriger paper)) | need to write this again in the loigpaphy or not?

24T  um:: (2.0) ((looking at student’s paper)$ yg§ you_shold

25S  So () this ones and | have five more

26T  Right (.) and so:: you feel you've got quatewide range of opinions and backgrounds?

27S  YEAH: () I think so Yeah: | mean (.) | damcannot get er really get the Mexican poinvi@w because | can’t use

28S [ u-hehehe ((laughing))

29T l umum °You've gpt°®

30S r >BUT | think <(.) tromes are | medn (.) none of them|are:: their athait articles=
31T m |yes ye:s

32T =um=

33S  =Imean (.) there is one which is quitenf): (in favour of) while (.)

34T  u-hm

35S but the others are really against it (.pameven though they are Americans

36T yes uhm

37S  (they) it will affect to much: to their relationship between Mexico andtéthStates so
38T  u-hm but: bad relationship: ok (.) ((lookiagS’s paper))



In extract 2, the teacher, Tania, and a Mexicadestyy Sofia, are sitting next to each other in
Tania’s office. On a desk, Tania sets out Sofig'st draft essay, on which she has already
made some written comments. This extract indicatesimilar three parts of teacher’s
construction of feedback, although in this instarthe process involves a greater amount of
student contribution. As a first part, the teaahérates an open question: “Hdwdo you feel
about your fist draft (.) yourself?” in line 5 acts as an intrga to the student. The question
Is related to the student’s feelings on her dra$iag: whether she has had difficulties with it.
The “Howt do you feel about your 8t draft (.) yourself?” format allows the studeotgo
straight into her problem diagnosis “Um: (2.0) inththe ON_Y thing is um: (1.5) coz | did it
(2.0) ur (.) qu:ite:_guickly...”. Notice that during the student’s descriptidhe teacher uses
verbal and non-verbal expressions: verbal- “YesakMm hnt, Mm”; non-verbal-
“((nodding)), ((smiling)), ((looking at Sofia’s fa¢)”. As Far (2003) has suggested, teacher’s
verbal or non-verbal expression is a vital rolenf@icement e.g. “Mm” as a ‘weak
acknowledging’ token which is a way of making a lkey contribution and which makes the
student feel more relaxed or encouraged: hence pteferred by the students. This teacher
reinforcement seems to invite the student to tatkenrelaborately, just as it had in Extract 1:
see such as “ yout . In fact, the student’s speaking turn in thisrext stretches from line

6 to line 11. She particularly elaborates her apisiusing hedges e.gl think...” and ‘I
don’t think..”; using modal verbs e.g. “dhouldbe more strong” and ‘ieed.”. Through the
process, the student is not only able to reflecthen errors by herself e.g. in regard to
reference but has an opportunity to explain whatlss already done, and what she needs to
do further in general. In this instance teachensoeiragement by open question, with verbal
or non-verbal reinforcement, appears to guide thdent’s reflective procedure in order to
encourage her to be an active participant in teeusision.

The second part noticed in opening sequence ihanqguestion: whether the student needs
to do more research, in particular in line 16 whese find more narrowing down of the
subject. In this way the student is able to focnsher problem. The teacher may want the
student to explore further as there is a paus®){2n the student’s turn in line 15 which
makes a place for the teacher to start speakinig.mbre focused line of questioning allows
the student to articulate her perceived errorsilin lHer response is at first somewhat hesitant
“mm: (0.4)” but she then elaborates her opinionusing more emphatic lexical items i.e.
“actually” and “only”: “I have enough actually cdzdidn’t write complete bibliography (.)
error’s only reference actually (.)” in line 17. dbktudent tries to show that she has done some
work, but is ready to identify gaps in her knowledg

In the final part, the teacher provides explicistmction. However this part of extract 2
differs from extract 1 in that the activity is cperative between the teacher and the student.
The teacher is jointly involved in the learningigity with the student. The teacher tries to
address the issue of reference, using the exanipleeareference the student made in her
paper and she also allows the student’s questioeétl to write this again in the bibliography
or not?” in line 23. This activity reflects the tber's professional responsibility in helping
the learner to clarify the understanding of the afsthe source. This would help the student to
see a logical link between what she has alreadyntleend what she needs to do next.
Throughout the process the writing teacher altesahe roles betweespeaker and
listener/readerYngve, 1970) in spoken feedback. The teachers eatends from listener, to
counsellor, to reader, to speaker and to a joinsiractor of text. While the first and second
part sequences show her readiness to engage véthsttident’'s difficulty e.g. sharing
knowledge and narrowing the focus, the final parta exemplify and clarify the teacher’s
extended contextual framework for developing studerlerstanding.

The next extract 3 in section 4.3 presents anakample of opening sequence of spoken
teacher feedback. This example demonstrates sityiler opening sequence to those in



Extracts 1 and 2. As noted earlier, however, tlotéi@e is also looked at for thaetailsof the
interaction which contains many features.

4.3 Refining the Analysis

As seen in Extracts 1 and 2, there is a similasftgiscourse patterns in opening sequence of
spoken teacher feedback interaction: three parteedback construction. In this section,
Extracts 3 and 4 now refine the three parts. Imaext3 below, the teacher, Amy, and the
student, Min from China, are sitting next to eatheo in a small conference room. Many
students have finished their first draft, but Mash't started it yet. Instead she has an outline
of her research.

[Extract 3]
AT4-CF1 00:00-3:23 T: Teacher-Amy M:student-Min (1) (2) (3): three part of teacher’s construction
The whole interaction length was 17.07 minutes.'#liapic was “google”

1T (1) um: °Mo:st important thing for YOUW:s (.) if you've got a reearch question® ((looking at Min’s face and srgin
2M ur:: NOTi QUESTIONS (1.0) ((smiling))

3T ((nodding)) (4.0) °°ok°°

4M and er (0.4) |, | read a lot oft Aticles (.) and er some of books>=

5T =Gm::d= (( her face goes red))

6M = but ur (0.4) <I found some information'struseful> ¢r HA: ((smiling)) My reading (.) is tatowly (.) | think=
7T Of course Ye ((smiling))

8T =WHL:: YES

9M and ut (.) | found the er google (.) proetba lot of new services this year

10T YEAH

11M like um:: cooperated with bt phone podap(ing)

12T with what

13M Podapongs (1.0) Podapong=

14T =VO :DAPHONE ((looking at her lips)) =

15M =Yeah (.) VOdaphone

16T Yeah (.) good (.) sorry (.) Yeah Yep

I7M and the um: it is er planning to put eradbasis and (.) like online supermarket for Eurapeeetailers

18T Really?

19M Yeah

20T Yes

21M coz er Google base (2.0)

22T Right (.)

23M Also want to um:: promote online the videsguency searrh include entertainment programmes
ok

25T(2)  Yes (.) okright (.) That's (.) THAT'S¢tsome FACTS on this about google =

26M =Yeah

27T What can you DO: with them? (2.0)

28M mm:: (3.0)

29T(3) so THIS IS (.) THIS IS um (2.0) okay CAjust have (.) Can you just have a pgrhhh) (5.0) NOW.) This kind of

30T thing (3.0) This is dangerous

31M mm::

32T ((Underlining a section in Min’s papdpgcause this is the man who works for google (9 sdys we're living in a
33 Google world (.) Do you see how it's ttangerous

34M ((nodding)) because it's er not the rgaditit ur the someone who works for Google (.) (@find and smiling))

35T _SGso therefore (.) that is not um: (3.0) It's noademic (.) because if you if you write it downyQu need to either
36 say prad! or you need to say (1.0) <this shows how sifgmpeople want us to believe>

37M yeah and the google’s ambition

38T (4.0) ((written down something)) ok (.)

In this sequence teacher’s feedback constructientlivee parts; and her question seems to
play a vital role in teaching as it seems to enagerstudent contribution. As a first part,
through a question, the teacher establishes wiegtdhe going to talk about i.e. “a research
question” which the student is supposed to iderddya writing topic. In fact most have
already done their first draft. However, in thistemce the teacher has learnt that the student
hasn't yet arrived at a research question, buttesmgpting to establish a theme highlighting
some information about google. It is assumed frbm teacher’s facial appearance i.e. her
face reddening at line 5, that she is not happh #ieé student’s excuse. However, she seems
ready to support the student’s talk using backcbeBna.g. ‘good’, ‘Yes’, ‘right’. But, the



student’s turn at this point is blocked by a pranation problem ‘Podapong’ (Vodaphone).
This is resolved as the teacher seeks and establisdr clarification after which she repairs
the student’s pronunciation.

In the second part, the teacher presents her \@ealuating the relevance of the student’s
ideas to the chosen theme. To do this, she ask®et duestion. Initially the student is not
able to formulate an answer to support her argunaarhere is a pause “Mm::(3.0)”". Perhaps
the student’s reaction supports Dashwood (2005g% that when the teacher poses direct
questions, students tend not to develop their iddearly and not to produce elaborated
answers. At this point therefore the teacher’s tio)leamay have resulted in the students’
failure to continue to expand on the meanings ef tdxt and generally to make her own
contribution. Nevertheless, in the third part, wtiba teacher continually tries to establish
what the student’s problem is, using another qaestifter evaluation, the student tends to
respond more readily, with more elaboration. Thikofv-up question after the provision of
initial information, seems to allow the studenthimk more about her sources of information,
and as a result she is able to articulate whapraslem is, in line 34. It is noticeable that the
teacher’s direct question and critical evaluationuolgment seem somewhat to inhibit the
student’s arguments; but a follow-up question witither information brings the student
back to a point where she can elaborate her problem
The final extract below comes from a same coursexé®act 2. The teacher, Tania, begins
talk to the student, Nadia, from Latvia about th&lent’s feelings on her draft essay.

[Extract 4]
TT3 00:00-00:50 T: Teacher-Tania S: stud8atvia (1) (2) (3): three parts of the teachedsstruction
The whole interaction length was 10.20 minutes. tdpic was “Analyse the reasons for lkea’s suc@esise international furniture market”.

1T(2) Séf °How did you feel about th§.) um: after you had your feedback (ask me) °

2S _Ahh: hh. As | said that | feel quite happy but | nbawve some er mistakes which | should improve aed ihl want to
3 get a good mark ((smiling))

3T °what sort of mark you are expecting tdhieking of °

4S | want to get an ®8F COURSEHHhehehehe

5T(2) Okay hé. Okay what (.) what do you think you can imgon it?

6S ur | need to put (.) ur put more informatabout (company X) and a little bit more analysing
7T(3) Ok (.) ok, | agree with that (.) yes

In this extract, the dominant element of the fee#lj@ocess is the three part sequence: first
the teacher invites the student to express heintgebn the draft essay (1); next she allows
opportunities to explore the student’s knowledgg {@ally she agrees with the student’s
opinion (3). Unlike, extracts 1, 2, and 3, a thpatt in the extract 4, the teacher agrees with
the student’s opinion straight away. It seems totha as the student does not specify her
problem, the teacher closes the sequence with “ged”wants to move on to specific errors
which the student has made in her text.

Additional observation about this sequence, sesm ial extract 2 is that participant talks are
characterized by particular linguistic featurespésally the student talk contains present
tense such asow’ in line 2 which establishes a reference time fg@iaa in relation to the
time of the student’s utterance (Schiffrin, 1987ZBR The student gives an explanation of her
feelings and evaluates her present situation usmg Then the student shifts to future
actions using modal verbs eghould, needs also seen in extract 2. Such makers emphasise
the student’s willingness and the related notiorsealf-determination to be an active learner
rather than a passive learner who only takes advara teachers. On the other hand, the
teacher’s talks are characterized by asking opestopuns e.g. How did you feel...? What sort
of mark...? What do you think...? In this instance, tis® of open questions support the
student contribution as the student is able totifiener problem and to build her future plan:
what she needs to do further. These questions tleadtudent into a position where she
collaborates on equal terms.



4.4 The components of the opening sequence in sppkKeedback
The analysis of teachers’ construction of spokewlti@ck in opening sequence has led to a
major finding: three parts of feedback constructiorthis study, the opening sequence is
highly organized by the teacher who is interestetthé process of writing. The student, on the
other hand, challenges the agenda to diagnosel@amorate her/his errors/difficulties on draft
essays.

In rest of the section | will present some compas&hich have already been introduced in
Extract 1, 2, 3, and 4; and | will also presentiaoldal data. Those components are presented
and elaborated separately below in terms of each tu

1. The ‘opening’ for the feedback activity by teadher: asking the students what they feel
about their draft essays

The teachers in this study are observed to offesthdents a clear signal that they are now
going to start talking seriously (to get down teimess) about the draft. This is a similar
pattern to that identified by Sinclair and Couthékfl75)’'s study, which highlights signals
such as Okay”, “um:”, “So”, the raising or the lowering the voice, and pausingfly. Such
moves appear to be related to the teachers’ raleraimation to focus on the student’s topic
as a mediator, or to establish a sharing experiesitbethe student.

Then, the teacher often asks for the student’sigelon her draft essays. In this case she
opens a question by eliciting what the studentdietisinks of her essay; whether the student
has experienced some difficulties during the revi®.g. “how do you feel about your first
draft yourself?”, “were my comments understanddbl€Re language used by the teacher
suggests that she/he cares about student feelngsiting, is interested in the draft process,
and is willing to approach difficulties with suppi@e openings. This is indicated by the use
of a soft voice'...°" or an even softer voice °°.°’ and smiling.

2. The initial error self- diagnosis by the student

The student often starts with hesitation or a patgances such as “Um: (2.0)” “Ur:.”
“Ahh:: hh.” or Yes/no answer: “Yeah” seems to be used sign of her beginning point and
related to the next talk which she is about toextd hen the student often begins with
describing errors she/he has made: “I think (.¢ 9ot ALL the bibliographi€¢sWRt ONG”

or “ | think the_ ONLY thing is um: (1.5) coz I did it (1.0) ur (.) qte: quitckly...” or “but |
now have some er mistakes which | should improve These turns are designed for
narrative purposes, reflecting on the nature okthdent’s errors or the cause of error. The
student may start with “I think...” or “As | said ¢é&l...but...”, indicating an active and
reflective engagement in the discussion, as stathmpts to identify errors by themselves.
Here are more examples of the student initial diglémnosis from the other three extracts:

(1) TT6-CyF1
1T What did you think: um: of your own wark
2S um::? | am quite satisfied (.) just um: ewaren if it's academic: because | included so nsgntific::

3T u-hm=

4S =definitions and what all the doctors said am:: researches all you know but it's little déscriptive which=
5T =u-hm=

6S I had to

(2) TT9-JoF1

00.00-0.23

1T okay R IGHT sot tell me what's been happening with your work ((&mgj))
2S um: well um:: | | researched a LOT of ur spaper articles and journals ((smiling))

3T U-hm

4S um: well AGTUALLY (.) I (.) I(.) I found out that | did somethg extremely wrong with the referencing (.) cozdsn’t
5 suppose to reference wikipka

6T u-hm

7S and | did (.) in almost all of my projecia@ghing))



(3) AT2-JF1

0.10-0.57

1T um: So let’s have a piece of paper

2S (12.0) ((finding her paper)) Ahhaha | thirdm totally lost hihihi ((laughing))
3T Yeah? hihi ((laughing)) ok

4S I think (.) I tried to find (.) still | codh'’t find the, the article about Japanese and Bhgihmigration policy in English
5 project=
6T =right=
7S =and: now | am thinking about | shouldn’tmgare with Japan and UK Just focus on UK or somgthther European
8 country

Additional note that, during the description, thedent often smiles whether she says ‘yes’ or
‘no’, and also she often smiles before or aftenamsrg. This smiling may be related to
politeness strategies, for example, Min’s smilirferaher excuse in Extract 3: “ur:: NOT
QUESTIONS (1.0) and the ((smiling)) | read a LOTanficles...’. According to Brown and
Levinson (1987), people try to avoid embarrassnoentliscomfort to others and maintain
their own face without threatening acts as a fasgng act. Min’s expression can be
attributed to a negative politeness strategy bexahe has not done what the teacher wanted.
But she wants to be respected, and uses as aregX(amiling)) | read a LOT of articles...”.

3. The teacher allows the student to elaboratehiegroblems further using open question
The teacher in this study often provides the studetih an opportunity to elaborate her/his
problems further, using a question to offer a tufrhe teacher uses open forms such as
‘what?’, ‘how?’ and ‘did you?’, for example: “whato you think you can improve on it?”
“Did you feel (.) you need to do anymore rese&¢ghor . . .” “How did you make those
mistakes”. The teacher is looking forward to hearing thadent’s answer, which should
contain extra relevant information about the errdise teacher expects the student to arrive
at a realization and understanding of her essayrsinerself in preference to providing
feedback directly. However, when it is establistieat the student has reached a point where
she does not recognize certain errors, the tealdes provide explicit elaboration orally, with
written feedback for further guidance. When thehbes uses open questions, the student turns
are extended. This result is supported by Ho’s yst(#005) which observed that when
teachers use open questions, students tend ta take and these turns are more extended. So
open questions allow the students to explain thmblems further, this encourages student
motivation and maximizes their involvement.

4. Extended student descriptions of error

After the teacher’s open question, there is moeegion narrowing down the focus to what
the student needs to do further or why errors lweeirred. The student’s turn may contain
hedges such as “ | think, X...” or “ | don’t think,.X ” and modal verbs “ It should be X...”
or “1need X and Y...”. This turn design shows ttieg student tends to elaborate in a logical
manner by careful analyzing or evaluating her/ms @rror and projecting how she/he can
improve through certain procedures. However thegelimited response or a failure to extend
the student’s turn when the student has little Kedge to deal with the problem such as T:
“That’s the some facts. What can you do with ther8?™Um::”. This is a similar result in
Pomerantz (1984)’s study that when a recipient dudsrespond to a speaker, the speaker
treats her prior turn as a problem and providedi@kgxplanation. In this case, when the
teacher supports the student with more elaboratimut her problem, the student understands
the problem better and begins to reconstruct higit jgog. T: ((Underlining a section in Min’s
paper)) “because this is the man who works for go@g who says we’re living in a Google
world (.) Do you see how it's the dangerous: ((nodding)) “because it's er not the reality
but ur the someone who works for Google (.)” ((naddand smiling)).



5. The teacher provides feedback using contextaial d

The teacher often starts to provide feedback uiagcontextual data i.e. the student’s texts.
When the teacher expresses or justifies studeotsetine teacher provides specific feedback
in a personalized form so the teacher does not theaerrors as general academic errors:
“where is the bibliography? (1.0) ye (.) the Ipiem is that the date (1.0) ((pointing at Julia’s
paper)) HERE! and the date here (.)” in extract {(looking at Sofia’s paper)) “You will put
the reference list (.) and then . . .” in extracbr2 (underlining a section in Min’s paper))
“This is the man who works for Google (.) who séymg in a Google world . . .” in extract
3. The teacher tends to refer back to the studgaiers when she/he explains the student’'s
errors. The teacher describes how the student laae mrrors or how she could improve or
deal with her problems after making an independwréstigation. Notice that this support is
not given by the teacher alone; rather it is comeplgointly between teacher and student as
the student has already diagnosed and elaboratgardtdems in the prior turn. In this final
part, the teacher probably intends to summariserhi@ issues or to provide the final touch
to specific details as the teacher is responsdlésedback as a mediator.

6. Reaching an agreement in the process of feeclakty

This study demonstrates that the spoken feedbackst provide teachers and learners with
a practical set of communication strategies thaitifate comprehension as the agreement of
the student is attained e.g. “Yes”, “Yeah”, “W®O (1.0) | must have got it wrong”. This
agreement seems to result from joint elaboratiohsrev error is identified by the student
while questions and elaboration arises from teashaynstruction, using her/his superior
expertise. Allowing the student’s initial self-dramgis and extended elaboration in the spoken
feedback, appears to be a crucial source for stmulus to change because the teacher is
able to direct or conduct student errors that lestddent’'s comprehensible outcome. On the
other hand, the teacher sometimes agrees withratadelf-evaluation that appears to create
a democratized context rather than hierarchicaliticanal institution. Although the teacher
controls discourse, the student tends to jointhm discussion and sometimes takes a self-
diagnosed turn which has already discussed aboaeself-nominated turn which is seen as in
extract 2 “ ((pointing her paper)) | need to wiités again in the bibliography or not?”.

5 A systematic summary and conclusion

This analysis of detailed spoken feedback intepactn opening sequence has revealed a
number of common features. One of the main featigdhat this feedback interaction is
constructed in three parts which represents a pmhtevement between student and teacher.
This three part feedback construction is a shifhiyafvom a traditional hierarchical interaction
such as IRF model (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975) taiv&o-construction of knowledge,
student preference to be an active learner asasedl responsible owner of the draft essay.
These are all elements of an academic identityhénopening sequence, this is evident as
interactional stimulus: asking students’ feelingdraft essays, allowing student elaborations
and explicit explanations which comprise in thectesa’s turns in the discussion. Teachers
provide student opportunities to identify theiraesr by themselves and to elaborate how to
deal with them. Here is a systematic summary dadetpart (three pairs) sequence in spoken
feedback interaction.

T: Teacher S: Student

1T: [Jokay/um:/sall]asking for the students’ feelings on their drafiegs |
2S:Jum:/ur/hhl]Jelaboration as an initial error diagnosis: | thiKkor | did X[
3T: [lan open question: what?/how?/did you?



4S:[1an extended description: | think/ | don't thinkditl/didn’t X, | need X and Y /It should
be X

5T: [1providing feedback using contextual data from sttiddext |orl lagreement

6S: [Jacceptance or agreement: Yes/okay

There is likely a minimal response if teachers eatd or judge student work, or provide text-

embedded questions. However, the teacher’s follpwquestion after providing relevant

information allows the student to take a turn agdihen finally teachers summarise the

feedback provided and lead the students to an agrete

5T: [levaluation and text-embedded question

6S: [Isilence: um:!

7T: [Idescription: relevant information and question
8S: [Idescription or elaboration: because X

9T: [Isummary or elaboration

10S:Jacceptance or agreement

In this study, teachers commonly use techniques &kking questions, elicitations and
elaboration when interacting with students. Thesdhniques are used for establishing new
common knowledge during the discussion. We cartlgeeclearly when the teacher respond
to the student’s lack of comprehension for herreiroparticular “I don’t kn ow (.hh) WHY

I did it WRt ONG (.h) ((smiling))” in extractl. In doing thisdghieacher is providing resources
of common knowledge to build a shared contextuahf of reference, based on the student’s
error in her text. The student’s understandinghef &cademic convention like dates in the
bibliography of her essay help her identify why shmade the error: “where is the
bibliography? (1.0) ye (.) the dotem is that the date (1.0) ((pointing at Julizégper)) HERE!
and the date here (.) Nicholson (.) here (.) itssaineteen ninety eight (1.0) and here
((looking at Julia’s bibliography)) it says two t&and two (.hh)”. The teacher refers back to
the student’s text and provides professional suppoough engaging in a joint activity with
the student.

In this instance, teachers try to be aware of stisddndividual difficulties which can
potentially be shared with them. Over the interagtithis personalized shared error is treated
as a conversational resource which raises an i@poissue where the expertise of the
teachers provides relevant information or suggesti@s a form of feedback. This
personalized focus may related to keep the ledméheir field’ (Rose, 2004) or ‘Zone of
Proximal Development’ (ZPD) (Vygotsky, 1978) whéearning or negotiation process takes
place. Eventually all teachers in this study areoiwed in personalized feedback using
students’ related information which leads studémis better understanding e.g. finding errors
from the student’s text and providing them withdieack on it.

We may see this three part sequence as ‘scaffoldBriner, 1978) for the process of
student’s developing understanding or knowledges Bleaffolding is based on interaction
between teachers and students who are able tafyddmir errors; so it is a joint activity.
This sequence shows that knowledge is shaped hyighassion between the teacher and the
student.

The study, however, does not aim to prove the e¥emess of the oral feedback on the
student draft essay, but it is certainly evidenteat the teacher’'s construction sequence
seems to lead to a dynamic, if time consuming,esttugarticipation.
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Transcript Symbols for Conversation Ana|ySiS(Jefferson, 2004; Atkinson and Heritage, 1984)

CA form Function Description CA form Function Desciiption

Left bracket marks the
beginning of temporal overlap
[text] Overlap among utterances produced py ? Question Rising vocal pitch
two or more speakers. Right
bracket marks the end.

_ . Immediate start in an ongoing .
=word Quick uptake piece of talk ) Pause Stop talking for 2seconds
Text= 1| atching Another utterance start withoyt Initial shift up | Voice shift to high pitch
=text intervening pause
horhh Inhalation Audible inhalation >text< Faster Speech faster than surrounding
or .hhh talk
(XX) Unclear Inaudlb_le so that impossible to <text> Slower Speech slower than surrounding
transcribe talk
Comments including °text® Speech softly than surrounding
( ) Comment description or °°text® Softener talk °°: softer than®
2.0) Timed pause Intervals with silence which cah CAPITAL Louder Speech loudly than surrounding
be measured Letters talk
Word:: Holding a| Holding a speaker’s sound for|a Text Stress Stress on a word, syllable or
sound moment — sound

! Emphasis Emphatic and animated tone (text) Unclea Unclear sounds




Chinese EFL Learners’ Awareness in Rhetorical Straggy Use in
English Writing: a Case Study in Taiwan

Shih-Chieh Chien
University of Cambridge

Abstract

One significant area that has been indicated itrastive rhetoric studies spins around
the notion of culturally constructed rhetoricalditeons and patterns. It is claimed that
second language (L2) writers may have implicit wally-driven presuppositions and
values about academic writing in the first languade) that may transfer
straightforwardly to academic writing in Englishhd& present study looks at Chinese
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners’ b strategy use in English
writing at a university in Taiwan. The findings g@st that while cultural differences
do in fact exist, Chinese writers’ English rhetatistrategy use were intertwined with
their writing experiences and teachers’ writingtiastions. The results also suggest
the flexibility of writers and multiplicity of wrihg experiences within a cultural group.
Theoretical and educational implications resulfirogn the study are then discussed.

Keywords: EFL; L1/L2; Contrastive rhetoric; Academiriting

1 Introduction

An EFL student’s L1 and associated culture inflleepeferences for organization and
structure of writing; these preferences may besthifit from native English language
speakers’ preferences (e.g. Connor, 1996; Gral#l)2@espite the fact that in the
writing process the writers would organize duringnping, the actual content of how
the writers organize their writing might be diffatewhen they write in different
languages. A very important strategy which haset@binted out and documented in
the literature is the organizational strategy (@torical strategy) during the planning
process, as it is particularly related to speabnventions when the writers write in
the L2. The concept of genre is described as “atistsocially recognized ways of
using language” (Hyland, 2003, p. 21) which arabdehte communicative activities
adopted by people of a specific discourse commuf8tyales, 1990). As writing
teachers may agree, EFL students who come forvighptheir writing usually have
different types of difficulties than do native Eisgl speakers. Predominantly in the
field of applied linguistics, contrastive rhetohas traditionally taken as its subject the
differences that take place between the discowkddferent languages and cultures



as mirrored in EFL students’ writing. Rhetoricalttpans transfer across cultures,
causing EFL students unconsciously duplicate theseitten English for the reason

that they are not aware of why or how ‘good’ wntténglish are different from ‘bad’

written English.

Most native speakers become familiar with the appate conventions through their
long educational experience. Nevertheless, writdrether language speakers may
have little or no awareness about other genre-Bpeales and backgrounds in which
the genres are employed. Writing is a personal & as a social cultural
communication (Flower, 1994). Given that languagke$ place in specific social
cultural contexts, writing has to take into accailnet social and cultural context as well
as the targeted audience. Writers employ diffetent types to achieve different
objectives and to accomplish particular social fiors (Paltridge, 2004). As a result,
composition classes need to assist students torteeaware of the social functions of a
variety of genres and how language constructs mgam diverse social cultural
backgrounds (Hyland, 2003).

In 1966, Kaplan published his famous and controakessticle on contrastive rhetoric,
“Cultural Thought Patterns in Inter-cultural Eduoat” which served as a basis for the
study of contrastive rhetoric. Contrastive rhetdiis an area of research that has
identified problems in composition encountered Rywriters, and by referring to the
rhetorical strategies of the first language, attesn@ explain them” (Connor, 1996, p.
5). Contrastive rhetoric, based on the theoretiGgahework in linguistic relativity,
posits that speakers of two different languaged w@nfjanize the same reality in
different methods (Kaplan, 1966, 1988). In an aptemo understand writers from
backgrounds other than English, Kaplan (1966) dgpel the idea that language and
writing are cultural phenomena and that each lagguhas its own cultural
conventions and claimed that the linguistic andtaheal conventions of the first
language have a significant effect on writing ia tiP.

It should be noted that in this study the notiorcwture is broadly defined as the large
culture (Connor, Nagelhout and Rozycki, 2008). leaample, Chinese speaking
people in Mainland China, Taiwan, Hong Kong andg&pore broadly share some
similar core features in the large culture, butytiary in their small culture. By the

same token, English speaking people in the US afddrtdadly share some similar

core features in the large culture, but they vargheir small culture.

2 Literature Review



2.1 English Written Discourse Pattern

Kaplan’s assertion had an enormous impact, to &ioedegree, because it is
intuitively appealing and easily remembered (Cond806). It brought about many
changes in English language writing textbooks irglEh speaking countries and
reminded thousands of language students and tsathéhe differences in writing
patterns across cultures. Studies after Kaplamsrsd research indicate that English
academic writing is linear in order with the thesiated at the start of an essay (e.g.
Oshima, 1991). English academic writing is in gahsaid to consist of three parts: the
introduction, the development and the conclusidresk three parts are unified, that is,
“every supporting sentence should be directly eeldb the main idea” (Oshima, 1991,
p.29), they have coherence, in other words, “th@eneent from one sentence to the
next must be logical and smooth” (Oshima, 19919).and they are explicit in
transition within the paragraphs and between papigy.

2.2 Chinese Written Discourse Pattern

Contrary to an English text's linear pattern, thar@se text is generally depicted by
Western scholars as winding and twisted. Chinesplpis writing is indirect, to some
extent disjointed and circular. Kaplan attributéxd tsupposedly indirect nature of
Chinese rhetoric to the impact of the eight-leggsday (or ba-gu-wen), which he
suggested a discourse style of talking around éhnéral subject rather than attacking it
directly (Kaplan, 1972).

The classical Chinese text structure, eight-legggsy dominated the field of Chinese
writing as the major standard in grading candidateghe official civil-service
examinations for five centuries (from 1487 to 19@hd was an arcane test of a
person’s ability to memorize the complex metricatl ahyme patterns of an ancient
stylized Chinese writing form. It was a form adaptor the exposition of the
Confucian classics, which served the basis forimstaement of the examination
system. The eight-legged essay was a genre divigetly into 8 parts, presenting
ideas through a variety of indirectly related viewlich often takes the form of an
opening-up, amplification, preliminary expositidirst argument, second argument,
third argument, final argument, and conclusion.

Compared with the traditional eight-legged essawucsire, the structure of the
contemporary Chinese text is more simplified. Hogrewt is said that it has been
influenced by the eight-legged essay. It has thgnibéng, the middle part, with its
extensive body, and the end. Scollon’s 1991 stadwpd evidence of connection to this



form in Taiwanese university students’ essays. Meee in accordance with Chen, the
traditional four-part structure gi-cheng-zhuan-hen doe distinguished in English
essays of Singapore secondary students (citedrkp&trick, 1995, p.44). Additional
evidence of what manifests ‘good writing’ in theise perspective comes from a
book published by Li (1996), ‘Good Writing in Cressltural Context’. She wants to
find out how the characteristics of ‘good writingiight diverge due to different
cultural values. She guotes a Chinese writing teaichthe United States.

It is very unlikely that one would start a piecerfr a form [gi-cheng-zhuan-he]; we
all start from ideas or from experience in lif€specially in a country like China that
has a literary history of thousands of years, @ri®gant to think that one can surpass
his predecessors without first learning from th@m/74)

2.3 The Abundance of Contrastive Rhetoric

Matalene (1985) examines her students’ English asmmipns in mainland China.
They showed culturally determined features whichreweatures that American
writing textbooks would recommend against. Reseasarhied out by Renshaw and
Volet (in Watkins and Biggs, 1996, pp.85-106), hoere shows that at university in
Australia, Singaporean students of Chinese origmahstrate a strategic flexibility in
order to meet the new educational prerequisitekpiéirick (1995) analyzed a number
of English essays written by Chinese students innMad China for the national
university exam and found that none of these dyspltey apparent eight-legged essay
influence. Kirkpatrick’s 1997 study suggests tha¢ eight-legged essay due to its
intricacy and ideological distance does influenice writings of the contemporary
writing of Chinese students. No matter what kindoo€e was, as stated by You (2005),
the introduction of Western rhetoric into Chinatla¢ start of the twentieth century
enriched modern Chinese rhetoric. It helped tovemate the abundant Chinese
rhetorical tradition in Chinese writing.

While most of the contrastive rhetoric articles cam the analysis of written texts, in
the 2002 article, Connor tried to provide new whysa useful contrastive rhetoric. In
dealing with the critiques, she sought to drawrditbe to a wide range of contrastive
rhetoric and concluded that a new term would betterer the core of contrastive
rhetoric in its present state. The phrase intencaltrhetoric better explains the
expanding development of writing across languages$ @ultures. It maintains the
traditional ways that use textual analysis, yeb &sngs in the ethnographic method
that explores language in interactions. It suggdstsanalysis of texts that permits for
more lively meanings of culture. Bazerman and Prid004 article, on the other hand,



reflects a rising awareness of the socio-cultuiralethsions of writing. As indicated by
them, contrastive rhetoric has shifted to highlityie importance of the social context
of writing. Nowadays, writing is often viewed agrgesocially situated; each situation
may involve particular concern to purposes, degreexcellence etc. The rules of
discourse communities or communities of practicg foem these particular practices.
Social construction of meaning as dynamic actisitgea term used to portray this way
to writing. Rather than examining what texts représpeople would like to know how
they construct meaning. Two main issues—the ackeagvhent of particular textual
demands and better awareness of the social conbéxigiting—have stimulated
scholars of contrastive rhetoric to alter and cam@nt research methods in their work
(Bazerman and Prior, 2004).

3 Research Design

3.1 Research Questions

1. What rhetorical strategies do students adofttarEnglish writing tasks?

2. Is there any difference in rhetorical stratege between the high- and low-
achieving students?

3. What are the teachers’ writing instructionsamis of teaching rhetorical strategies?

3.2 Research Method

The present study, which looks at Chinese EFL kafrrhetorical strategy use in
English writing at a university in Taipei, Taiwaig situated in the backdrop of
globalization when the Taiwan Ministry of Educatiadvocates a more liberal way to
teach English to students so as to meet the sderabnds of a global culture. The
participants were selected from students (n= 1Ofbtal) in 9 university academic
English composition classes. Data were collectedutih the analysis of English
expository writings produced by 36 high- and lowhiaving students’ English writing
samples and interviews from the students and tbaahers. The achievement here was
the level of performance attained by the studgragicularly in a number of English
essays written in the composition classes evaluatddnarked by their teachers.

In this study, the definition of high achieving démts in English writing was the top 2
students based on the average of multiple scor&ngtish writing assessed by the
university teachers who taught in the English cositppn classes over the one
academic year. The definition of low achieving s in English writing was the 2
students with the lowest average score. In eads dlastudents (the top 2 and the
bottom 2) were recruited to partake in this studyach English composition class the



number of the students ranged from 9 to 16. Theschers also participated in the
study. They were holders of PhD or MA degrees araewprofessor, associate
professor or lecturer at this university. They colle considered experienced
composition teachers, given that their teachingeerpces were between 9 and 22
years.

A primarily process-oriented approach was adopged, writing was not treated as a
one-off activity—i.e. students wrote a compositand re-submitted it after feedback
and corrections. When students received the mar&agpositions, they corrected the
errors by revising either the whole compositiothmse sentences that contained errors.
The ultimate goal of the writing courses was toalep the academic writing skills
necessary to write good essays and research papErgylish. Before entering the
university, the students had studied English asnaptilsory subject in elementary and
secondary schools for at least 9 years. Englighught from the third grade in the
elementary school in the curriculum set by the &wlinistry of Education (Taiwan
Ministry of Education, 2005).

3.3 Data Collection Procedures

As the high- and low- achieving students were niggtished, | informed the students
of my interest in their rhetorical strategy usetihe consent of each student, the data
sources included the student interviews to capthe& own narratives of writing
strategies and the students’ English written tektsthis way the students’ writing
strategy use was approached from the point of wiewhat they thought they were
doing, and from the evidence documented in theislied written texts. The topic
chosen was “Do you agree or disagree with the iollg statement? It is better for
children to grow up in the countryside than in g bity. Use specific reasons and
details to support your argument.” As all the stiddrave such an experience of living
in either the city or the countryside, or both.easonable level of knowledge of the
advantages and disadvantages on each side coaksbmed, so that participation as a
part of the classroom writing task could be expdc@nce the students finished their
writing, semi-structured interviews were conductedividually to capture their
thoughts about their writing strategy use. The gwalhe interviews was to obtain
additional information about the process by whitle tstudents made relevance
judgments on their rhetorical strategy use. It mtest opportunities for the researcher
to ask questions to gain clarification and explemadf the students’ thoughts. Nisbett
and Wilson (1977) suggest that, at best, theseal/edports from interviews reflect
writers’ plausible explanations of how they havagabout completing a writing task.
“We can use such a tool [interview]...to uncover theden logic that comes to the



surface through the stories that writers tell ugualwhy they made the choices they
did in composing” (Smagorinsky, 1994, p.137). Thédcollected by interviews were
then compared with the written texts. The semiestmed interview focused on

students’ opinions and attitudes toward academitingr writing experiences, and

writing processes that took place particularly whkay composed for this study,

resulting in better understanding of their rhetaristrategy use. Although particular
interview questions were arranged in advance, iellp questions were also

integrated depending on the students’ replies enitterviews. After analysis of the

student data, interviews were conducted with thelters to elicit their thinking about

writing pedagogy and their interpretations of ttetudents’ rhetorical strategy use.

3.4 Data Analysis

In the present study, a writer’s position statenggtiter for or against the writing topic

was regarded as a thesis statement. The discorgarization of the location of the

position statement sentence in each written texds distinguished as one of the
following two: deduction (thesis stated in the attuction: the writer’s thesis statement
is followed by supporting reasons), or inductiomefis stated in the middle or final
section: supporting reasons are followed by théewsi thesis statement).

(1) Deduction (Explanation): The writer’'s thesistetnent is presented and then
supporting reasons are illustrated. For instancé&e present study, the student chose
to either agree or disagree that it is better foldeen to grow up in the countryside
than in a big city. Then he/she gave examples pda@x and support his/her position
only on the one side (i.e. countryside or city).

(2) Deduction (Comparison): The writer’s thesistestaent is presented and then
supporting details are presented by making compaietween two elements. . For
instance, in the present study, the first was thené of an argument, in which the
student stated their viewpoint in favor of onelod two options. The student chose to
either agree or disagree that it is better fordekih to grow up in the countryside than
in a big city. Then he/she gave examples to sugpsitier position by comparing or
contrasting the advantages and disadvantages wfirggaup in the countryside and
city.

(3) Induction (Explanation): The writer's thesisateiment is placed at the end and
previous details comprise supporting details. Fstance, in the present study, the
student at the beginning did not clearly indicas#her position on whether it is better
for children to grow up in the countryside thamitbig city. Instead he/she only gave
examples to explain one side (i.e. countrysideity).cThen at the end, he/she stated
that it is better for children to grow up in theuotryside than in a big city or vice



versa.

(4) Induction (Comparison): The writer’s thesiststaent is located in the final section;
the previous supporting details are organizedforma by making comparison between
two elements. For instance, in the present stiystudent at the beginning did not
clearly indicate his/her position on whether ibetter for children to grow up in the

countryside than in a big city. Instead he/she aydye examples by comparing or
contrasting the advantages and disadvantages wirgraip in the countryside and city.
Then at the end, he/she stated that it is bettaahiddren to grow up in the countryside
than in a big city or vice versa.

Finally, the presence of a conclusion at the entheftext is the other key feature in
English writing and is generally considered as g@aéddemic style in English.
Although the content in conclusion parallels witltroduction, the way how it is
written is different.

Individual follow-up interviews of all the studentgere conducted. They analyzed
their own English writings in the points as follaw@®) what strategies do they use
when writing their English and Chinese compositigh) whether the discourse
organization English writing differs from the Chsgewriting in terms of location of
thesis, introduction, development and conclusiomgd §c) why they think their
Chinese/English written texts are similar or difet. The teachers were further
interviewed to explore what kind of instruction yremployed in teaching writing.

4 Results

4.1 Breakdown of Rhetorical Strategy Use

When the essays were examined, the way low acliedapted their strategy use was
quite similar to that of high achievers. This reftethe fact that at the written discourse
level, low achievers grasped a similar strategyhtd of high achievers. They were
aware of the teachers’ expectation and aimed fdl file requirement. They acquired
such a skill in high school or college. Teachersitimg instruction may play a
significant role in shaping the students’ writingtimod. In the present study, the text
analysis of location of thesis, introduction, mal@eel patterns, and existence of
conclusion are shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Breakdown of Rhetorical Strategy Use

High Achievers Low Achievers

Number Number




Location of Thesis

1. Initial 16 18
2. Middle 1 0
3. Final 1 0
Introduction

1. Yes 18 18
2. No 0 0
Macro-Level Patterns

1. Deduction (Explanation) 4 2
2. Deduction (Comparison) 13 16
3. Induction (Explanation) 0 0
4. Induction (Comparison) 1 0
Conclusion

1. Yes 16 14
2. No 2 4

As Table 1 shows, regarding macro-level pattemsst high and low achievers
adopted the deductive rhetorical pattern; thathisy put the thesis statement at the
beginning rather than the middle or final positiercept for two high achievers who
put the thesis in the middle and final positiondl. the students employed thesis
statements to organize the contents, in which #gtengthened their positions from a
different perspective, and to develop the thesith wkamples and evidence. When
their body paragraphs were examined, 29 studerXshigh achievers and 16 low
achievers) who adopted the deductive rhetoricakpatgave supporting reasons by
comparing or contrasting two parts while the otki@rgave supporting reasons after
presenting their positions by explaining why theyported them. The only student
who was a high achiever adopting the inductive atiel pattern gave supporting
reasons by comparing. More specifically, as fohhaghievers, 13 students (72.2%)
used deduction (comparison), 4 (22.2%) deductioxplémation) and 1 (5.6%)
induction (comparison). As for low achievers, 18dgnts (88.9%) used deduction
(comparison) and 2 (11.1%) deduction (explanati@yerall, 29 students (80.6%)
used deduction (comparison), 6 (16.7%) deductioxplémation) and 1 (2.8%)
induction (comparison). No participant in this stumtlopted induction (explanation),
in which the thesis statement then was given dftempresentation of the succeeding
argument as well as the statement of supportingildeDominant use of deduction
(97.2%) in the present study can be explainedbestuse the students have had some
experience or training in English writing. They azgd the deduction pattern through
such educational experiences. Second, as mostnssudetually reported in the



interviews, they were aware of applying their lesrmhetorical patterns (thesis-stating
in the introductior»supporting the thesis with detalgestatement in the conclusion)
to this writing task.

4.2 Interviews with Students

In this section, in order to let us understand wih& underlying assumptions in
Chinese and English writing rhetorical patterns eyer will consider why most
students stated their positions in the beginningatwhese students who did not state
their positions at the start of the introductiord dnstead and whether there is
consistency of students’ reports in the writingemritews. In the present study, the data
shows that 34 out of 36 students put their posstiarthe initial section. First, why did
the majority of students place a position statenag¢tihe start of their English essays?
It is likely that previous writing instruction prgeted them to do so and to adopt the
deductive organizational pattern in the L2. Inititerviews, most students who placed
their position statements early in L2 texts saidttthey would make conscious
judgments in placing their position statementghkir finished written texts, both high
and low achievers did make conscious efforts taeia at the beginning, except for
two high achievers, A2 and A5. More explicitly, timajority of them reported that they
considered a thesis statement had to be placée autset, which they said they had
been taught by their teachers at school. The stsdgeneral tendency to state their
standpoint early in English shows that they tenttedlo what teachers said. They
learned to locate the thesis statement at thalirptsition in accordance with what
they planned in their heads. The change of theittemr discourse patterns from
Chinese to English seemed to show that they comslgioput learned school
knowledge into writing practice. In the followingelow, there are a number of
examples to support such a view. For example, Bilestt reported her school
experience leading her to write strategically défg in Chinese and English
composition. Moreover, she added that her writiegdvior was clearly reflected on
the teacher’s writing assessment and score.

The teacher did not encourage us to write in tlag,w&nd it would be reflected on
the score. He did not clearly indicate what to eyritut he would say something we
could not write...1 think the Chinese writing is redicouraged to state the points in
the first sentence and the supporting details #nerdeveloped. Instead it would be
encouraged for example, to state something irreketeethe writing topic at first or
possibly to say some supporting details and thenptints are concluded at the
end.



A8 student gave a more in-depth explanation of miggional development in
Chinese writing, kai-men-jian-shan or po-ti, whisHikely to be similar to directness
in English writing.

The Chinese teacher taught us po-ti and kai-memnsfean methods, which mean
to disclose the thesis at the beginning. If thighis case, there are similarities
between Chinese and English writing. In Englishtingi it seems that | have to
kai-men-jian-shan and let people know what the rpaints are at the beginning.

However, B4 student reported another type of Cleirvsting, qgi-cheng-zhuan-he. It
is probably that this kind of organization resuttsndirectness in Chinese writing.

Chinese writing puts emphasis on gi-cheng-zhuarFhe. meaning of it is that,
unlike English writing, the thesis is not disclosgdhe beginning. You have to be
gi-cheng-zhuan-he. That is to zhuan—turning thentptm a deeper perspective.
Finally, a conclusion is given...Basically, it is re@sy for Chinese to write a thesis
statement. If it does appear, it should be betvebeng and zhuan, unlikely to be at
the beginning.

In Chinese and English writing, different locationthesis statement is likely because
of readers’ interest. This may reflect the fact tGhinese readers may lose interest if
the thesis is presented at the very beginning @fssay, while English readers want to
get a very clear idea of what the article interedsdnvey at the beginning. D9 student
gave an explanation as follows.

In English writing | have to present my ideas sgfintfiorwardly. However, in
Chinese writing | do not have to do so. Chinesgansioften locate the thesis in the
final position. Chinese readers know this. If | t&rthe thesis at the beginning of
Chinese writing, people may not be so interestaeanling it.

Still the other possible interpretation for Englidinect writing and Chinese indirect
writing is a matter of different cultural valuesoal people’s “face” in terms of
inter-personal relationships and communications.ifstance, in Chinese writing, C6
student explained: “Sometimes | am afraid of hgrtmther people and thus beat about
the bush or write in circumlocutions and come bickhe main theme at last. | then
explain why it, as a matter of fact should be likis.”

4.3 Interviews with Teachers



When the teachers interpreted their practice othieg writing, they regarded
developing a strategy for organizing and structytimughts and argument in a way
that other people would be able to understand masdy was very important. In other
words, in terms of organizing the L2 written dists®) an awareness of rhetorical
strategy was a significant factor in students’ gsscin academic writing and they
emphasized this a lot in the teaching of writingr Example, teacher 2 stressed the
importance of the rhetorical strategy use and edpli in his writing practice. He
explained as follows.

After teaching them organization, and especiallsageaph organization that each
paragraph should be a main idea, ideally introdwaéd a topic sentence, and then
supported. And if you were luckier, you can thenteva concluding sentence,
which also serves as a bridge to the next paragifdph is all ideal writing. But, at
least they have a template from which to work tbain...I demand it...Emphatic.

| hope it’s effective.

Teacher 5 further mentioned that an additional gy reason why most students
would locate the thesis statement in the initiabgeaph was due to the textbooks the
teachers used to teach them. The textbooks they msenally imported from the
English speaking countries. Her practice of teaghnting was primarily based upon
what the textbooks suggested and thus the stuldamtsed such a writing skill through
them. She gave her explanation as follows.

It is because of the textbook. It usually mentitregt you should place your thesis
statement in the first paragraph. In other wortlss placed in the introduction.

Then readers can immediately know your real purppofiee essay. Moreover, you
should have the supporting paragraph, often gitimge points, which are very
consistent.

5 Discussion

The results in the present study can be interpraseidllows. First, English writing is
more direct in comparison with Chinese writing. E&Jrinese people, indirect writing
is still regarded as a means to demonstrate harnmothe human relationship. They
may not introduce the topic explicitly, rather anlite it in several other ways, leaving
readers to speculate. If the thesis is statedeatehy beginning, the reader might lose
interest to read the essay. In spite of this, ¢éineléncy in locating the thesis statement
only in the conclusion seemed to change to somenext recent Chinese writing
scholarship, such the emerging patterrgohti and kai-men-jian-shan. With respect to



English writing, the deductive forms in which argament is clearly stated at the
beginning tend to be widely accepted the Engliskhers. The students were taught in
a way that would fulfill the norm as recommendedBEnglish writing textbooks.
Second, data from students’ interviews on the wialgoort their analysis of English
written texts and adhere to their English teachenting assessments and instructions.
The students reported that this was due to theteffieteachers’ writing instruction.
English discourse highlights logical reasoning atehr deductive organization of
ideas with the thesis statement clearly stateldealbéginning of the essay. The majority
of the students in the present study did not hesttareveal their stance initially in
English. Most of the students obviously used tkeowledge taught by their teachers
of stating the thesis at the outset and indicatet they adopted the deductive
discourse organization in English writing as thigm be easier for them to write, in
that the thesis can in some ways serve the guidandke essays. They had probably
overgeneralized the rule regarding locating theithstatement at the start of an essay
(Rinnert and Kobayashi, 2001). It is also possibét the viewpoint writing task itself
affected their selection of organizational pattefiitse explicit writing task of taking a
position on an issue may have pushed them a baxpoess their positions for or
against the given topic at the outset of their imgit Overall, the students chose to
place their thesis at the start, use the dedutype organization, and most of them
seemed to have an awareness of writing a conclusitheir writings. In some aspects,
nevertheless, there were variations concerningigleeof explanation or comparison in
their body paragraphs. The predominant use ofdhgearison mode was probably due
to most writers wanting to guide readers’ attentmpoints of similarity and difference
on the two sides for the purpose of providing a encomplete view. Finally, the
findings also suggest that no matter high or lowecers, deductive patterns may not
be difficult for them to learn to employ especiaity their English writing. Their
consciousness of variant rhetorical patterningbdeeen raised, and this in itself was a
considerable advantage as they approached thesdamgquiof L2 writing. The L2
training induced students to implement a schemhb thi¢ placement of the position
declaration at the start, presentation of reasossipport of the argument, and, finally,
the inclusion of a conclusion at the end of thexgss

6. Conclusion

In conclusion, this study offers insights into teemilarities and the differences
between the two writing conventions in the schatliisg. It adds to our knowledge of
students’ awareness of writing rhetorical featumae®lation to specific social contexts
in Taiwan. Both high and low achievers were consgiof similarities and differences
between English and Chinese writing. They gaverdlai account of three basic parts



in the macro-level organizational patterns in theitten texts: introduction,
development and conclusion, in both English anch€e writings, and such features
were predominantly exhibited in their English watit texts in the present study.
Regarding the location of the thesis statementsthdents reported that they would
adopt the deductive pattern in English writing witieir position statement placed at
the beginning of the essay in order to fit theigksh teachers’ expectation in that this
could potentially make their essay score higherstased by Connor, Nagelhout and
Rozycki (2008), Grabe and Kaplan (1996), and mapgli@d linguists, academic
writing convention is a culture-specific practicenderstanding accurately what
mechanisms have to be acquired is part of the stsdearning process. Given the
importance of textual organization procedure in |Bhgwriting, in targeted rhetoric
pedagogy, the objective is the awareness of lijenadhe L2. The teachers in this
study did stress a lot that writing was indeed il akd the writing convention had to
be learned, especially so in the organizationakeyy as text genres are increasingly
recognized as socially-mediated and culturally-cheteed within the community of
writing practice (Connor, 1996).
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Against Hegarty's feature-based theory on the gramiar of children
with specific language impairment

Yi-An Lin

Department of Linguistics, University of Cambridge

Abstract

Using the Leonard corpus in the Child Language Daxgahange System (CHILDES),
Hegarty (2005: 13) argues that children with spiecianguage impairment (SLI)
‘have a general deficit in their representationfafctional categories’. That means
SLI involves a deficit in the syntactic represeiotat However, using the same sets of
data, Lin (2006) proposes that the children with fBlthe Leonard corpus do not have
any deficit in syntax. Instead, it is suggestedt ttheese children with SLI have
considerable problems in the PF component. Givanttie conclusions drawn by the
two studies go against each other, this paper askbe the issue of the deficiency of
the featured-based theory and further argues thatahildren in the Leonard corpus
do not have a deficit in their representation afdtional categories.

1 Introduction

It is well known that functional elements emergetdand/or with differentiated paths
in language acquisition. In particular, C-relatdtepomena (i.e. T-to-C movement),
verbal inflection, auxiliaries, determiners andtic are identified to be relevant
domains to study the acquisition of functional gatées within the generative
framework. A substantial division of the debate the acquisition of functional
categories, commencing in the 90's, has been ditotliscuss whether the functional
category is available in children’s syntactic reygr@tation from the onset or whether it
is subject to maturation. Many fine arguments hlagen advanced from both sides,
making this an unsettled issue. The primary goathig paper is to discuss the
acquisition of functional categories from a certgioup of children, namely, children
with specific language impairment (SLI).

Although SLI is a heterogeneous disorder and differmodels have been
proposed to explain the nature of grammatical ernsade by children with SLI, two
recent studies go to opposite extremes of thegra&tion of the same data, namely
the Leonard corpus on the Child Language Data EghaSystem (CHILDES)



website (MacWhinney 1995). One is Hegarty (2005nhowargues that those
English-speaking children with SLI have a deficittheir syntactic representation of
functional categories, whereas the other is LinOG0 who proposes that those
children just have considerable problems in thecBfponent, vizthe interface
between syntax and articulatory-perceptual systeWghin the framework of
Chomsky’s (1995, 2000, 2001, 2004, 2005) Minimdhsigram (henceforth MP), this
paper will point out the deficiency of Hegarty'sO(5) featured-based theory and
further show that the children in the Leonard csrp@ not have a deficit in their
syntactic representation of functional categoriesthe following section, the key
claims and analyses made by the feature-basedythempresented.

2 Literature review on the feature-based theory

The feature-based theory of functional categosgsaposed by Hegarty (2005) to
study the nature of functional elements in humaguages. Following the Minimalist
Programme, this approach defines and construcigifunal projections in terms of
morpho-syntactic and semantic features. It not cadgresses the issue of child
language acquisition of functional categories bisib @applies to the syntactic analysis
of adult language data. It also provides a newpgaets/e to the study of the grammar
of children with SLI. Since this paper is concerngth the contrastive conclusions
made by Hegarty's and Lin’s (2006) studies on thiédoen with SLI in the Leonard
corpus, this section will mainly focus on Hegartgsearch on SLI.

The method that Hegarty adopts to determine idceil with SLI have a deficient
syntactic representation of functional categorgdoi count the number of clausal
functional categories exemplified in each clausendional categories that appear in
both main and subordinate clauses are includdakicdunt. However, incomplete and
repeat utterances in the corpus are not counted.tyjres of functional elements
counted are indicated as follows. Overt auxiliafe®dals, andhave/bein participial
constructions), infinitivalto, and subjects with nominative case are countethas
realization of the functional head Inflection (hefarth 1), shown in (1) below:

(1) a. Thatcoulddo it. (child g)
b. Heis closing his eyes. (child i)
c. | haveto stir it. (child k)

Overt complementizers (i.ethat, if, whether, soand [be]Jcaus¢ and inverted
auxiliaries are counted as the embodiment of tmetional head Complementizer
(henceforth C), as in (2) below:



(2) a. Seef | get him to stand up. (child j)
b.sol see it. (child ¢)
c. | knowbecausé don't want anymore. (child g)

Examples ohotand the cliticizedht are counted as the instantiation of the functional
head Negation (henceforth Neg) as in (3):

(3) a. Inottake it back. (child k)
b. I don't see stickers. (child 1)

In Hegarty’s study, evidence of productivity is @sigal for these functional elements
to be counted as instantiating a functional prapectMore specifically, it is required
that productivity should contain at least a parpatadigm. This is the reason why
Hegarty's method is termed as “the conservativentiog techniques.”

After Hegarty’s examination of each child in theobard corpus, it is concluded
that SLI can be characterized by a diminished agptcproject functional categories.
In other words, the syntactic system of childrethv8LI involves a structural deficit
in the representation of functional categories. thetre are problems with Hegarty’s
feature-based theory, mainly his conservative dngntechniques, which will be
discussed in the next section.

3 Three major problems for Hegarty’s feature-based tleory

Hegarty’s conservative counting techniques, whieadl to his conclusion that
children with SLI have a deficit in their syntactrepresentation of functional
categories, have three major problems in termbefdécent generative framework.

First, the conservative counting is not compatibi¢h the generally assumed
Predicate-Internal Subject Hypothesis (PISH) in MRich is proposed by Koopman
and Sportiche (1991) as the VP-Internal Subjectdttypsis within a Government and
Binding setting.

According to the VPISH, external arguments, or saty in the traditional term,
are first merged in the specifier of the lexicaktiewith which they enter into a
0-relation. Since the functional head | has an Efufe, the subjects further move to
the specifier of IP to delete the EPP feature afid gets the nominative case feature
from I.

However, when describing child h's competence, iHgg2005: 297) says ‘[t|he
lack of productivity suggests that (on a consewmgatiount) | is not productive’ in (4):



(4) a. That one’s not eating.
b. It's not working.
c. The person’s not driving.
d. The baby’s not crawling.

Given the VPISH, the subjects in (4) (namitlgit one it, the persorandthe baby are
merged with the lexical verbs (nameBating working driving and crawling
respectively) and move across the negation mamnkémand the auxilianyis to the
specifier of IP to get the nominative case. Thithesso-called A(rgument)-movement,
which is triggered by the EPP feature on the fumeti head I.

As shown in (4), the functional head | is activelmld h’s grammar; otherwise, the
subjects would remain adjacent to the lexical vetbhsother words, Hegarty’'s
conservative count underestimates child h’s conmpeteThe sentences in (4) shows
that child h has the same syntactic representatidhe functional category | as the
typically-developing children do.

The second problem for the conservative countintha it does not take the
dialectal factor and the difference between morphichl case and abstract Case into
consideration. According to Chomsky’s (2000, 202Q@04) theories of nominative
case marking and A-movement, where agreemenptfeatures plays a key role, the
Case feature of the subjects in the following seces is specified as nominative.

(5) a. Themare all good. (child a)
b. Medon’t want it. (child ¢)
c. Themcan't go in there. (child c)

The surface accusative form can be due to a gégginmental lexicon. Therefore, it is
important to determine whether or not these childrave acquired the full paradigm
of Case spellout forms that can be found in adulgliSh. The complete range of
pronoun spellout forms used by these children ffemint case contexts has been
listed in the table in the appendix.

In this study, the percentage implementation ofmimguous adult case-forms,
excluding from the count forms which are case-amnig in the adult grammar (viz.
it’you/thenl) is computed. Each child’s percentage usage of the correct aaisk is

! Youandit are excluded since their nominative and accusétives are identicalThemsubjects are
excluded due to the dialectal factor ttte@mcan function as personal or distal demonstratieaqun.

2 There are two other ways to quantify the data. rie calculate the percentage usage of the dorrec
adult form, which scores forms correctly used inlatérms irrespective of whether they are ambiguou
in the adult grammar or not. This will lead to ayhigh percentage correct spellout score (abo¥é)90
The other way is to calculate the percentage imetdation of the correct form for case-forms which



summarised in the table below:

Summary of each child’s percentage implementatidhecorrect adult case

Child Age Sex MLU Percentage suppliance
of the correct Nom casge
a 5;0 M 3.7 254/257(98.83%)
b 4;3 F 3.0 172/174(98.85%)
o 5;0 M 4.0 318/319(99.69%)
d 44 M 35 72/76(94.74%)
4;6 F 4.0 237/237(100%)
f 4;6 M 35 337/339(99.41%)
g 5;3 F 4.3 313/340(92.06%)
h 38 M 3.1 108/114(94.74%)
i 5:7 M 2.8 87/92(94.57%)
j 4;11 F 3.8 266/290(91.72%)
k 3:9 M 2.6 71/73(97.26%)
2235/2311
Overall (97.26%,SD=2.67)
Table 1

The mean percentage implementation of the correahimative case is 97.26%
(SD=2.67). These figures show that these childrenffop@ance on case marking is
almost adult-like. This suggests that the few gaseking errors found among the
children in the Leonard corpus are case spellaarerather than Case assignment
errors. As shown, the nominative Case assignerfuihetional head I, is not absent
from these children’s syntactic representation.

The last problem fothe feature-based theory is that the conservatmting
does not include the fronted Wh-words or phrasgéh@mstances of the C projection.
It is generally assumed that the fronted Wh-womdshoases are accommodated in the
specifier of CP. Therefore, they should be couraednstances of the C projection.
However, Hegarty'sonservative count only includes the inverted aarids but not
the fronted Wh-words or phrases in questions. lreotvords, Hegarty'sonservative
counting techniques cannot detect the asymmettltyase children’s performances on
Wh-movement and subject-auxiliary inversidfor example, it is found that the

are case-unambiguous in child’s grammar, whichueded forms that are case-ambiguous in the child’s
grammar; however, apparent gaps in the child’sgigna make it difficult to be sure whether partiqula
forms are ambiguous or not for the child, sinces iifficult to be sure whether gaps are accideotal
systematic.



children with SLI in the Leonard corpus perform fpetly (100% correct) on
Wh-movement but around chance level on auxiliaryersion (only about 53%
correct).

Even if the fronted Wh-words or phrases were inetydHegarty's feature-based
approach still needs modification in order to actofor the asymmetry in these
children’s performances on Wh-movement and sulgagthary inversion. For
instance, as pointed out by one of the revieweegydrty has to argue that the fact that
children with SLI perform well on Wh-movement buttron auxiliary inversion might
be due to the fact that the former is triggeredahyinterpretable feature (such as a
Q-operator) and the latter by an uninterpretabhsdefeature. It is plausible that the
uninterpretable features (such as tense feature€C cemd agreement features on
auxiliaries) are more difficult to be acquired byldren with SLI.

4 An alternative account: PF deficit account

It is reported that the children with SLI in thedoard corpus perform badly on
tense marking (i.e. 53.87% correct for past tenagkimg on main lexical verbs) and
agreement marking (i.e. 34.78% correct for thedtperson, singular, present tense
suffix -s). However, given Chomsky’s (2000, 2001, 2004) tle=oof nhominative case
marking and A-movement, where agreemenipdtatures plays a key role, these
children’s adult-like performance on nominativeeasarking and no difficulty with
A-movementsuggests that the tense marking and agreement mgaekrorsare dl
spellout errors. They are the result of a probletnieving regular inflections and
irregular inflected formsin other words, these children have a deficit ie #F
component of language faculty, which leads to tealstantial problems in spelling
out certain grammatical features such as tensagrement (Lin, 2006).

The PF deficit account can also account for whysehehildren perform well
(100% implementation) on the syntactic operationghsas A-movement and
Wh-movement but poorly (52.45% implementation) auxilgary inversion which
Chomsky (2001) argues to be a PF operation.

5 Concluding remarks

By showing the problems with Hegarty’s conservatieeinting techniques in his
featured-based theory, the current study argueshbahildren in the Leonard corpus
do not have a deficit in their representation ofcfional categories. Moreover, based
on these children’s poor performance on tense mgykagreement marking and
auxiliary inversion, this study further proposesitthhe children with SLI in the



Leonard corpus have a PF deficit rather than aasyiotdeficit.
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Appendix
Raw frequency of personal pronoun forms used bl ehtd
Child | Type Nominative Weak genitive Strong genitive  Accusative
1Sg =125, me=2 my = 39 my =2 me = 30
1PI our = 2 ---
2 you = 53 your =10 yours = 2 you =11

a 3MSg he =124, him=1 his = 18, him =2 him 4
3FSg she=1 her=1 her=3
3NSg it =35 its =2 it=101
3PI they = 4,them=6| --- them = 16
1Sg =170, me =2 my = 26 mine=7,my1 me=8
1PI -

2 you =10 -

b | 3MSg --- his=2 --- him =2
3FSg --- her=1 her=1
3NSg it =20 -—- --- it =52
3PI they =2 --- them = 18
1Sg =203, me=1 my =21 mine = 1 me =4
1PI we = 25 our=2 we =1us = 4
2 you = 67 your =1 you=5

c 3MSg he =75 his = 45 him =2
3FSg she=9
3NSg it =42 it =69
3PI they = 6, them =23 --- them = 68
1Sg | =56, me=3 my = 27 mine = 4 me = 30
1PI we =6 --- --- us=1
2 you = 32 - you =7

d 3MSg he =5, him=1 his = 4, him =17 him =18
3FSg --- her =13 hers =1 her =2
3NSg | it=7 it =38
3PI they =5,them=9| --- them =8

e 1Sg I =190 my = 66, me = 2 mine = 1 me = 26
1PI we =21 our =13

% This item may be a performance error becausetite made a self correction immediately in the next

sentence. Thus, it is excluded from the count sileirformance on case-marking.




2 you = 57 your =19 - you = 28
3MSg he =12 his=6 him=5
3FSg she=5 her =10 hers =1 her =21
3NSg it=37 -—- --- it =94

3PI they =9 them = 36
1Sg =150, me=1 my = 16 mine=6,my1 me=2
1PI we =5 our=2

2 you =25 your = 2 yours =1 you =3
3MSg he = 168, him=1 his = 32 his=1 him = 12
3FSg she=5 her =10 hers=1 her =21
3NSg it =38 -—- --- it=116
3PI they =9 --- them = 36
1Sg | =269 my = 24 mine = 2 me =20
1PI we =40 our=1 ---

2 you = 39 your =1 you =6
3MSg he = 2, him =18 his=1, him=4 him=1
3FSg she=1,her=9 her=8 hers =1 her=3
3NSg it =62 it =56

3PI they =1,them=9| --- them = 24
1Sg =78, me=4 my = 10 mine = 2 me =8
1PI we =9

2 you =40 your =7 yours =1 you =11
3MSg he = 14, him =2 his=1 him =2
3FSg she=1 her=1 --- ---

3NSg it =36 -—- --- it =56

3PI they = 6,them=2| their=1 --- them=7
1Sg I =83 my =11 me =3
1PI we=1 --- ---

2 you =8 your =1 you =9
3MSg he =3, him=4 his=1

3FSg her=1 her =2

3NSg it=10 it=16

3PI them =3 them =2
1Sg =189, me=1 my =51 mine = 4 me = 17
1PI we =70 our =3 ---

2 you = 35 your =5 you =12
3MSg him = 21 his=1, him=8 --- him =12




3FSg she=1,her=3 her=1

3NSg | it=7 it =20

3PI they =5, them =37 --- them = 64
1Sg =70, me=2 my = 22 mine =1 me =18
1P|

2 you = 2 your=1

3MSg him=1 his=1 him=6
3FSg her =2

3NSg it=1 it=9

3PI them =5 them =1




