STORIA DELLA LINGUISTICA 2013-14
Storia della grammatica generativa (1 parte)
Materiali (integrazione 3)

A) La “realta psicologica” della grammatica: “adeguatezza descrittiva” e “adeguatezza
esplicativa” della teoria linguistica

(i passi riportati nelle due pagine seguenti soatiitdaN. ChomskyAspects of the Theory of Syntax
Cambridge, Mass., The MIT Press, 1965)
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The example (§)-(3) serves o illustrate two important points.
First, it shows how unrevealing surface structure may be as to
underlying deep strucwre, Thus (6) and (;) are the same in
surface structure, but very different in the deep structure that
underlies them and determines their semantic interpretations.
Second, it illustrates the elusivencss of the speaker’s tacit knowl
edge. Until such examples as {8) and (g) are adduced, it may not
be it the Jeast clear to a speaker of English that the grammer
that he has internalized in fact assigns very different syntactic
analyses 1o the superficially analogous sentences {5) and (1.

In short, we must be careful not t0 ovetlook the fact that
surface similarities may hide underlying distinctions of a funda-
mental nature, and that it may be necessary 1 guide and draw
out the speaker’s intuition In perhaps fairly subtle ways before
we can determine what is the actuzl character of his knowledge
of his language or of anylhing else. Neither paint is new (the
fonmer 15 a commonplace of traditional Jinguistic theery and
analytic philosophy; the Jater is as old as Plato’s Meno); both are
too often overlocked.

A grammar can be regarded as a theory of 2 language; it is
descriptively adequate to the extent that it correctly describes the
intrinsic competence of the idealized native speaker. The struc
tural descriptions assigned to sentences by the gramumar, the
distinctions that it makes between welldormed and deviant, and
50 on, must, {or descriptive adequact, correspond o the linguistic
intuition of the native spezker (whether or 0ot he may be
immediately aware of this) in 2 substantial and significant clzss
of crucial cases.

A linguistic theory must contain a defnition of “grammar,
that is, a specification of the dlass of potential grammars, We
may, conespondingly, 2y thet a linguistic theory is descriptively
adequate if it makes 2 descriptively adequate grammar available

for each natural language.

Although even descriptive adequacy on a lavge scale is by no
means easy © appmach, it 15 crucial for the pmductive developr
ment of linguistic theory that much higher goals than this he
pursued, To facilitate the clear formulation of deeper question’

.

§ 4 JUSTIFICATION OF GRAMMARS 2
f.:q ul:'s;lfiuolnt([:n ;er]d? the abstract problem of constructing an
‘ or language, that is, a theory of langua
Jearning or grammar construction. Clearly, a child whgl hgs'E
jearned 2 language has developed an internal representation of a
gystemn of rules that determine how sentences are to be formed
used, 'and u_nde_mood. Using the term “grammar” with a ss'
ematic amblllguuy (to refer, first to the native speaker's imerna]yl -
represented Lpem‘y of his language” and, second, to the linguist'z
@unt of this), we can say that the child has developed and
internally represented a generative grammar, in the sgse d
wribed, He has done this on the basis of ohservation of what we-
iy cal{ primary Uinguistic dats, This must include exam lci
of linguistic performance that are taken to be wellformed fen-
tences, and may include alio examples designated as won-
Eenmnc;s, and no doubt much other information of the sort that
is required for language leatning, whatever this may be (see
$1-32). On the basis of such data, the child constructs a gramnl:i
—that is, 2 theory of the language of which the well-formed
wntences of the primary Linguistic data constitute a small
smple To leflrn a language, then, the child must have a
method for devising an appropriate grammar, given prima
linguistic data. As a precondition for language learnin }2
st possess, first, 2 linguistic theory that specifies the form E; the
ﬂn:imr _of 4 possible human language, and, second, a strategy
the:::lf [;Egr;::zlrzar ;f thle _appmpn‘ate form that is com-
i - primary linguistic data. As a longrange task for
&fﬂ guistis, we nfjght- sel the problem of developing an
Py nt of this innate linguistic theory that provides he basis
) mguage lea{ﬂlﬂg. (Note that we are again using the term
y —in this case “theory of language” rather than ‘'theory
particular language” — with a systematic ambigui
o g . ?f'temauc ambiguity, to
R, " mld [; 1:;;1&;:3 prffdl?pGSItlon 0 learr: a language
To g et ¢ Tg‘msts account o this,)
i, a [inguistic theory succeeds in selecting a
ptively adequate grammar on the basis of primary linguistic
We an say that it meets the condition of ex;bfm;ntm:y ade-
ey, That is, to this extent, it offers an explanation for the
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intuition of the native speaker on the basis of an emgirical
hypothesis concerning the innate predispositim? of the t.‘hllld to
develop a certain kind of theory (0 deal with Ehc evidence
presented to him. Any such hypothesis can be.faluﬁed (u!l 100
easily, in actual fact) by showing that it fails t0 [)r(lii'lde 4
descriptively adequate grammar for primary Ilmgplsuc data
from some other linguage —evidently the child is not pre-
disposed to learn one language rather than anothfr. It 35 sup-
ported when it does provide an adequatc explanation .for some
aspect of linguistic structure, an accouat of the way in which
such koowledge might have been obtained.

Clearly, it would be utopian to expect to achieve e:c!:ﬂan?u?ry
adequacy on a large scele in the present state of linguistics.
Nevertheless, considerations of explanatory adequacy are ofien
ctitical for advancing Jinguistic theory. Gross coverage of a large
mass of datz can often be attained by conflicting theories; for
precisely this reason it 15 not, in itself, an achie-.re'ment of any
particular thearetice] interest or imponfm‘ua. 'As in any other
field, the important problem in linguistics 18 tlo.dlscover a
complex of data that differentiates between conflicting concep
tions of linguistic structure in. that one of these conflicting
theories can describe these data only by ad hoc means whereas
the other can explain it on the basis of some empirical asmp
tion about the form of language. Such smallscale studies q[
explanatory adequacy bave, in fact, provided most of .the e
dence that has any serious bearing on the nature of llTEg’lllSllC
structure. Thus whether we are comparing radically different
theories of grammar or trying t delcrminc. tlhe corch1nes:
of some particular aspect of one such theory, 1t 15 questions u{
explanatory adequacy that must, quite QItcn. Enear the. burden ¢
justification. ‘This remark is in no way 1nc9ns|slent with the fact
that explanatory adequacy on a large scale 3 out f’[ reach, for thE[
present, 1t simply brings out the highly reniative character 0
any attempt to justify an empirical claim about linguisti

ure.
Str};'f:[ summarize briefly, thee are two Tespects in which one car:
speak of “justifying a generative grammar.” On one level (thd

w
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of descriptive adequacy), the grammar is justified to the extent
that it correctly describes its object, namely the linguistic intui-
-tion — the tacit competence—of the native speaker, In this
genst, the grammar s justified on external grounds, on grounds
of correspandence to linguistic fact, On 2 much deeper and hence
swch more tarely attainable level (that of explanatory adequacy),
a grammar is justified to the extent tha it is & principled descrip-
tively adequate system, in that the linguistic theory with which
it i associated selects this grammar over others, given primary
Jinguistic data with which all are compatible. In this sense, the
grammar is justified on internal grounds, on grounds of its rela-
tion to a linguistic theory that constitutes an explanatory hypoth-
esis about the form of langusge a5 such. The problem of
internal justification —of explanatory adequacy—1is essentially
the problem of constructing a theory of language acquisition, an
aceount of the specific innate abilities that make this achieve-
ment possible.

§ 5. FORMAL AND SUBSTANTIVE UNIVERSALS

A theory of linguistic structure that aims for explanatory
adequacy incorporates an account of linguistic universals, and
it attributes tacit knowledge of these universals to the child. It
Proposes, then, that the child approaches the data with the
presumption that they are drewn from a language of a certain
antecedently well-defined type, his problem being to determine
which of the (humanly) possible languages is that of the com-
Wonity in which he is placed. Language leaming would be
Mpossible unless this were the case. The important question is:
What are the initial assumptions concerning the mature of
lnguage that the child brings to language learning, and how

detailed and specific s the innate schema (the general definition

of “grammar’) that gradually becomes mare explicit and differ
Catiated a5 the child learns the language? For the present we
“nnot come at all close to making a hypothesis about innate
Wdemata that is rich, detailed, and specific enough to account
for the fact of language acquisition, Consequently, the main



B) La nozione di ‘ciclo’ e 'ordinamento delle tresformazioni
- Trasformazione passiva e trasformazione “EQUI-NRieletion”

a. [:Bill persuaded Mary,fhe police to interrogate MaryJfi€ep structure
b. [:Bill persuaded Mary;Mary to be interrogated by the police]]
(ciclo 1; si applica la trasformazione passiva; tagformazione EQUI € inapplicab)le
c. [:Bill persuaded Mary;fo be interrogated by the police]]
(ciclo 2; si e applicata EQU)I
d. [Mary was persuaded by Bilith be interrogated by the police]
(ciclo 2; si & applicata la trasformazione pasgiva

- L’analisi di Ross della pronominalizzazione in ingése

Restrizione di Ross e Langacker: “un pronome nom jpuecedere il suo antecedente, a meno che
guest'ultimo non si trovi in una proposizione suttinata (a quella in cui si trova il pronome)”

Q) a. He saw Johmé¢# John
b. When he entered, John saw Mdrg# John ma anche he = John)

(2) a. *Realizing that Oscawas unpopular didn’t disturb him
b. Realizing that hevas unpopular didn’t disturb Oscar
3) [sdsOscar realizedsfthat Oscar was unpopular]] disturbed Oscar]

“According to the cyclic principle, the pronominadtion transformation firstly applies within.S he result

is obligatorily ‘Oscar realized that he was unpapuinot ‘*He realized that Oscar was unpopulaot. in the
latter case the pronoun would precede its antetedghwould be in a sentence not subordinate toaha
this same antecedent. On thec$cle, the NP ‘Oscar’ subject of ‘realize’ woul@ lbeleted by means of
EQUI transformation, since it is identical with th#> object of ‘disturbed’. ‘Complementizer placemen
transformation’ (see above:356) would account fee surface aspect of (43b). (43a) is ungrammatical
because “*He realized that Oscar was unpopularichviis a necessary step in its derivation, is also
ungrammatical, as has been just seen. But thisistapcessary by virtue of the application of tiyelic
principle.” (G. Graffi,200 Years of SyntaAmsterdam, Benjamins, 2001, p. 359).

C) Condizioni sulle trasformazioni

(1) *Whom did your interest in seem to me rathearsgge?
(2) You lost interest in him (last year)
(3) Whom did you lose interest in (last year)

Da ChomskyLSLT, p. 437. Soluzione: “il primo termine della degwne strutturale (vale a dire,
guello che precede il pronome personale) non puitare con una preposizione, a meno che il
terzo termine (vale a dire, quello che viene dépodnome) non sia un sintagma preposizionale, un
sintagma avverbiale, oppure sia vuoto.

[your interest in] [him] [seemed to me rather stran

D.S.: X -NP - Y £ PP, AdvP)
[You lost interest in] [him] last year
D.S. X - NP - Y (= AdvP)



