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Abstract

In termsof social groups,“formalist” syntacticiansare roughly those
who follow somevariantof the programof Generatie Grammar(Princi-
ples& Parametersl.FG, HPSG,Minimalism, etc.). Their analysegendto
be basedon assumption®f Modularity (including the “Autonomyof Syn-
tax” asa specialcase)and cateyoriality, amongother principles. In more
generalterms,however, it canbe arguedthat “formalism” simply consists
in a commitmentto fully explicit formulationscashingout ones intuitions
aboutthe structureof languagedn termsthat requireaslittle aspossiblein
the way of unanalyzecdtontritutions by an understandingeader:surelya
‘motherhood’issuethatcouldnot plausiblydifferentiatetheoreticaViews.

“Functionalists, typically, arethosewhoarguefor ahigherdegreeof in-
volvementbof otherdomaingsemanticspragmaticsgiscourseextra-linguistic
exigenciesderiing from the context of communicationgtc.) in syntactic
phenomenaandfor hierarchiesgradients,and other non-catgorial anal-
yses. | amgue, however, that the practiceof mary functionalistsyntacti-
ciansgenerallytradesheaiily onarelatively low degreeof explicithessand
on pre-systematidntuitive understandingef the catgoriesof ananalysis.
Whenfunctionalistagumentsagainstmodularity or in favor of hierarchi-
cal scalesasopposedo discretecatgyoriesareexaminedclosely they often
breakdown on just the basisthatthey involve assumptiongiboutthe unity
of domainsof factthatarebetterseenasthe productof distinctinteracting
systemsTheactvity of examiningfunctionalistagumentsn thiswayis of-
tenquiteinstructive, but not alwaysin the directiontheir formulatorsmight
have intended.



My (assigned}opic hereis the questionof what formalistscanlearnfrom
functionalistsin syntax. “What canwe learn...” might be interpretedas: what
analysedhave we seenthatgave usideas?Naturally whenonereadsthe work of
ary otherlinguist who caresaboutthe linguistic materialunderdiscussionthere
arelikely to bedescriptve pointsthatwill beof interestbut no particularbroader
purposewould be sened by anenumeratiorof casesn which | personallyhave
foundexamplesfor my own argumentdn functionalistsources.

Anotherway of looking at the questionwould be to ask: what points have
functionalistsmadethat would causeme to abandona formalist program? I'm
afraidthatherel have to reportthatnothingl have readin the functionalistliter-
aturehascorvincedme of ary suchthing. Certainlytherearephenomenghere
thatstill wantexplanationsput nothingsuggestso me thattheseby themseles
warrantbasicrevisionsin methodology as opposedo the variousrevisions of
particularanalyseshatoughtto beadoptedn specificcases.

While theway | will addresshequestionn thispapemwill inevitably have cer
tain autobiographicaaspects] will attemptto formulatethe issuein somevhat
moregenerakerms. Whenl readthe work of a carefulfunctionalist,now would
| addresshepointsmade?Thatis, wherefunctionalistscite empiricaldata,espe-
cially datathatareintendedo challengehevalidity of otherpointsof view, | am
interestedn the extentto which thosedataactuallybearon issuesn thetheoryof
formalgrammayandwherethey do, how. In casesvherethebearingonissuef
principleis lessthanwhatis claimed,onealsowantsto know whetherthis results
simply from poorly constructecarguments,or whetherit reflectssomebroader
principlethatcharacterizeanentireapproacho languageln the procesf con-
sideringthosequestions] think I canlearnsomethingaboutwhat formalismis
about,aboutwaysin which the functionalistprogramshaws lessthanit purports
to, andaboutsomebroadmethodologicalifferencesn linguists’ approacheso
thesubjectmatterof our discipline.

*| am gratefulto the participantsin the Milwaukee conferencefor useful commentson the
initial oral presentatiorof this paper andto Edith Moravcsik and Michael Darnell for detailed
remarkson anearlierwritten version.| would alsolik e to acknavledgethe help of my colleague
Larry Horn for generakcommentsandfor invoking his network of friendsandcorrespondentis
clarifying the correctattribution of the epistemologicaprinciplein (1).



1 What is a Formalist?

In termsof the sociologyof thefield, | imaginesomeof my “formalist” friends
would considemme a somavhatmaginal memberof their fraternity, andthe first
pointl wantto make maysolidify thatimpressionln particular I haveratherseri-
ousdoubtsabouttheultimatelyproductve natureof someimportantassumptions
in recentformal syntax,and abouta style of argumentthat givesrise to them.
Some“formalist” work seemgo meto bedrivenby just exactly thewrongsense
of “formalism”: thatis, formalismfor its own sale, anapproactto thefield that
allowslinguisticresearclio bedrivenby theaestheticef anotation.It is onething
to let theconsequences one’s formalizationsuggeshypotheseor exploration
— it is quiteanotherto actasthoughthosehypotheseserethemselesempirical
results.

To cite anexamplewheremy opinionwill offendagoodnumberof syntacti-
cianswhosework | otherwiseadmire,considerthe foundationfor the wholesale
replacemensomeyearsago of the traditional notationfor clausalstructurein
termsof the categoriesS andS by anotationin termsof abstracfunctionalheads.
Originally, this consistedn the replacemenbf S by (someprojectionof) INFL;
subsequentlyextendingthe sameline of algumentat the instigationof Pollock
(1989),INFL wasitself supersedelly ahostof AGR’s, T's, ASP's, etc. by way of
the “explodedInfl” hypothesis.To call this a “hypothesis’hasrapidly becomea
misnomer:it is, rather the basicworking assumptiorwith which beginning stu-
dentsareprovidedfor thediscussiorof syntacticstructure.Theresultof thisline
of thoughtis a climatein which the burning questiondor formalistsyntacticians
have cometo be oneslike “Is AGRP above TP or below it?" ratherthan“ls
subjectagreemena syntacticallyautonomousgonstituenof representationsven
thoughit formspartof a singleword with themainVerb?”

Whenwe askwhatthe basiswasfor the whole cottageindustryof functional
headsn clausalstructure we can,| think, traceit backto Chomsk’s discussion
onp. 3 of Barriers(1986),which| citein its entirety:

Doesthis system[X-theoryasdevelopedfor the primary lexical
categories— sra] extendto the nonlexical categoriesaswell? Evi-
dently, theoptimalhypothesiss thatit does.Let usassumehisto be
correct. Thenthe clausalcategyoriescorventionallylabeledS and S’
mightbe I"” andC”, respectrely, wherel = INFL andC = comple-
mentizer

This strikesme, asit alsostruckLightfoot (1990),asaratherstunninglogical
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leapinto the abyss,but it quickly led to a proliferationof structuralarticulation
anda reformulationof the natureof syntacticstructurefor which the empirical
foundationalways seemedatherweakto a disinterestedystander In fact, in
Chomsk’s own writing onefinds numerousargumentsn this samestyle, places
wherea decisionis madeto pursuea certainsetof assumptiondecausehatis
whatis suggestedby the propertiesof the formalismof the moment,ratherthan
becausef a strongintuition thatthe empiricalgroundingof theseparticularas-
sumptionsis strong. Sometimedollowing this pathleadsto quite genuinein-
sights,but at othertimesconsiderablelistractionanddetourhasresulted.In the
caseof the ‘explodedINFL hypothesis,it is only quite recently with the Mini-
malistprogram(Chomslky 1995andelsavhere),work of Edwin Williams (1994),
my own work oninflectionalmorphosyntaxAndersonl992),andothersthatthe
AGR’s have begunto atrophyandthe depthof compleity of positedfunctional
structurehasbegunto bereducedagain,thoughin atleastsomecases| fearthis
is simply becauséhe aesthetichave changednot becausehe issueshave been
rethoughton genuinelyempiricalgrounds.

Asis presumablyevidentfrom thetoneof theseremarks) do notbelieve that
formalismof this extremely‘pure’ sort, insulatedfrom groundingin mundanely
empiricalconsiderationss to be encouragedOf course|jf aformalismis really
servingits purpose,it shouldsuggestines of inquiry to pursue,but suchsug-
gestionsshouldnot be confusedwith marchingorders.Whatevser the similarities
betweerlinguisticsandmathematicspursis not a sciencen which creatve ele-
gancealoneconstitutesa significantresult. Of course letting the propertiesof a
formalismsuggesitemsfor a researchagendahasoften provento be a produc-
tive stratgy, and| certainlywould not claim that the consequencesf pursuing
the studyof functionalcateyoriesin the way thatgrew out of Chomsk’s remark
above hasbeena wasteof time. But let uskeepour priorities straight:the aim of
linguisticsis insightinto the natureof languagenot elegancefor its own sale.

Ratherthanconfusingformal elegancein itself with empiricalresults,an al-
ternatve conceptiorof therdle of formalismin Linguisticsis to seeit assimply a
commitmento explicitnessaway of fully explicatingthestructurenve believewe
find in languageAs aformulationof whatl amgettingat here,l wasquitetaken
with someremarksl heardrecentlyfrom JacobLurie, the high schoolstudent
who won first prizein the 1996 Westinghousé&ciencerair. Theyoungmanwas
beingintervievedby areporterffrom NPR;sincetheprizewasfor hiswork onthe
computationapropertiesof “surrealnumbers, theinterviewer tried to gethim to
talk aboutjust whatthosewerefor a while, until it becameclearthattheanswers
werenotturninginto greatradio,andhethenshiftedthetopicto themoregeneral
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guestionof justwhatkind of activity mathematicss. | do nothave atranscriptof
exactlywhatMr. Lurie said,but it wasroughlythefollowing:

“What do you do whenyou do mathematics?You think about
somekind of object,andyou developyourintuitionsabouttheobject.
Thenyoutry to expressthoseintuitionsin termsof a formal system.
Thenyou explorethepropertieof thatsystemto seeif they reallydo
correspondo theintuitions you hadaboutthe kind of objectyou’re
trying to understand.

The point hereis just the onethatoughtto be madeaboutformalismin Lin-
guistics:the goalof aformalizationis not elegancein itself, but ratherassistance
in cashingout ones intuitions explicitly. What may have a chanceto countas
insightsandresultsarereally theseintuitions: our understandingf whatit is that
is systemati@andcoherenin theworkingsof language As scientistsyve wantto
explicatetheseintuitionsasfully aspossiblewith nothingleft to theimagination
or creatve understandingf thereader In this sensea commitmento formaliza-
tion would seemto be a ‘motherhood’issue.Everyonehasto wantto be explicit
— that'sjust partof whatmakeswhatwe're doing“science.

Or soyou’d think. As Croft (1991:275)obsenres,“somefunctionalists(e.g.,
Geoge Lakoff) [...] amguethattheir theoriesshouldnot andeven cannotbe so
formalized: LikeCroft, | will passoverthis positionwithoutmuchcommentBut
| do think thata greatdeal of work within the functionalistapproachpr at least
someimportantexemplarsof that approachtradesin essentialvayson inade-
guatedegreesof formalizationin this genericsenseof explicitness.In particular
thenotionthatdescriptve cateyories,andespeciallythoseof traditionalgrammat-
ical description,aresomehav given, so asto definethe objectof inquiry in the
studyof languageratherthanthemselesrequiringformal explicationandrecon-
struction,seemgo meto underliesomepoorly foundedfunctionalistcriticismsof
the actuities of targetedformalists. | wantto stressthatthis particularproblem
doesnotseento meto beinherentin thefoundationsof the functionalistagenda.
It is moreof alifestyle thana “virtual conceptuahecessity but it doesappeato
beendemidn certaincircles.

2 How have Functionalistsinfluenced Formalists?

Functionalismtself, asanapproacho grammaymeangatherdifferentthingsto
differentpeople.Croft (1995a)givesa surwey of diverseschoolsof functionalism
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thatseemgenerallyfair to me. In histerms(Croft 1995ap. 490),the basicpoint
is that “[flunctional analysesof grammar{...] centeron linguistic explanation
basedon languages function in a larger context.” Thatis, they ague that the
natureof whatlanguages follows from what spealkrsdo with it. Differences
amongfunctionaliststhentendto centeron the extentto which they insist that
is not even possibleto formulatethe structuralpropertiesof languagewithout
essentiateferencdo mattershatareoutsideof the systemof languagetself.

To designatéwo moreor lessopposingcommunitieof syntacticiansthen,if
the“formalists” arethosewhoarecommittedo notionsinvolving theautonomyof
thesyntacticsystempr theappropriatenesst amodularanalysiswvhich abstracts
variouspartsof the systemfrom othersandanalyzeshemin self-containedvays
asindividual contritutorsto a more complex overall reality, the “functionalists”
arethosewho would dery the basicadequag of sucha pointof view.

At oneendof Croft’'s spectrunof functionalistsaarepeopldik e SusumwKuno,
Ellen Prince,andmy colleaguelarry Horn, who do thingsrathersimilar to what
formalistsdo, with thedifferencethattheir analyse®ftenmake explicit reference
to meaningpragmaticsanddiscoursdunction. Work of this sort,it seemgo me,
challengesiot so muchthe basicnotion of modularityin grammarasthe actual
boundarief the internally coherentmodules. Perhapghatis why it doesnot
figure prominentlyin the polemicsof eitherside.

Ontheotherhand,perhapgreciselybecaus®f the similarity in assumptions
and stylesof argument, it is fairly easyfor non-functionalistgo learn from a
closeexaminationof this kind of work. For example,a seriesof works by Kuno
(1972,1987,Kuno & Kaburaki 1977)datingbacksomeyearsmadeit clear(to
thosewho listened)that a unitary, purely structuralcondition(suchasPrinciple
A of the binding theory) could not be developedto accountfor all instancef
reflexive pronoungevenin English,letalonein all naturallanguagesKunoargued
from this that notionssuchasthe spealker’'s empathywith particularparticipants
and otherideaswith a strongfunctionalistflavor were crucially implicatedin a
comprehenske theoryof reflexives.

Otherwriters have taken this point quite seriously;but ratherthan conclud-
ing thatanaccountof reflexiveslies outsideof grammaythey have respondedo
it by developinga morefinely articulatedtheory Building on considerablere-
vious work (muchof it summarizedn Koster& Reuland1991),a view thatis
oftenidentifiedparticularlywith the work of ReinhartandReuland(1991,1993)
distinguisheslocal anaphora’from “non-local” or “logophoric” anaphora.The
formerrepresentshe classof reflexivesthatfall undera structuralconditionlike
PrincipleA; non-localreflexives,on the otherhand,represena quitedistinctcat-
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egory, with quite distinct logical and grammaticalpropertiesfor which a rather
differentaccountis developed. The distinctnessf thesetwo cateyoriescanbe

shavn not only from language-internatonsiderationgyut also(asmy colleague
Sepgey Avrutin hasargued)from the empiricaldataof child languageacquisition
andaphasiampairment. The resultof keepingthemdistinctis a muchsharper
and more nearly adequatdormal theory of anaphorichinding, togetherwith at

leastthe outlinesof quitea differentareaof grammar

Noticethatthe point of this analysigs neitherthe denialby “formalists” that
the pointsmadeby a functionalistanalysidik e Kuno’s areinterestingor relevant,
nor therejectionof theideathata structuralprinciple of anaphoridindingis one
componenbf an autonomousmodularsyntactictheory that governsimportant
regularitiesof the structureof language. Rathey what (formalist) syntacticians
suchasReinhartand Reulandseein theseobsenationsis evidencethat the ap-
parentlyunitary cateyory of “reflexives”is actuallyinternally diverse with some
casedalling underonesub-theoryof grammar(the theoryof binding, construed
fairly narravly asasetof purelystructuralprinciplesoperatingover phrasemark-
ers) and other casesfalling underanother(the theory of non-localbinding, or
logophoricreference)lt is preciselybecause¢he overall catgory of “reflexives”
involvesthe interactionof principlesfrom (at least)two quite distinct domains
of grammarhata unifiedaccountseemslusve, asFasold(1996)amgues;but the
rightresponseo thatstateof affairsis notto reject‘formalism;” but ratherto work
atteasingapartthefactorswhosegoint contributionsareevidentin thecompleity
of thesurfacefacts.We will seethatthis cases notatall atypical.

Within this samegeneralareaof grammay the theory of referencewe can
note anotherinterestinginfluenceof functionalistwork on theoriesof a clearly
formalistcharacterSurelyoneof theareasn whichfunctionalistviews have been
mostextensvely developed continuingfrom the studiesof the PragueSchooland
earlierup throughthe presentday; is the grammaticalbrganizationof sentences
to reflectnew vs. old informationandrelateddistinctions. While this literature
hasgenerallyrelied on unformalizedintuitions aboutthe information structure
of sentencesndof the discoursesn which they occut not even the mostrabid
formalistwould dery that thereis much of greatvalue andinsightto be found
there.

Quiteexplicitly building onthisbackgroundtherelatedoositionsof Discourse
Representatiomheory (Kamp & Reyle 1993,Kamp 1981)andFile ChangeSe-
mantics(Heim 1989), and more broadly the “Dynamic Semantics’movement
have madeconsiderablgrogressn formalizing mary of the relationsbetween
discourseandreferencéoroughtout by functionalistaccountsin fact,| ampretty
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surethat the theory of referencethat emegesfrom theseconsiderationss just
whatis neededo underpin the theory of non-localor logophoricanaphorae-
ferredto justabove, but | will notdevelopthatclaimhere.

| dowantto note,however, thatfurtherextensionof thenotionsof File Change
Semanticto encompassvenbroaderareasof theinformationalstructureof sen-
tencesn aformal theoryare currently quite an active areaof researchasillus-
tratedby the work of Vallduvi (1992). The productvity of this particularformal
explication of core functionalistinsights,whentaken togetherwith a syntactic
analysisalong standardines, will be evidentin the analysisof Japanes@ost-
verbalconstructionpresentedy Kaiser(1996).

In short,then,somefunctionalistwork is in factcloseenoughto thatof your
canonicalformalistto make dialog and reciprocalinteractionfairly straightfor
ward, and someareasthat have beenprimarily cultivatedby functionalistsmay
well be quite suitablefor formalization. Let usremembethatthis is a two way
street: after all, Kunowasled to his obsenationsabout“spealer empathy”in
non-localbinding casedy notingapparentnadequacies existing formal theo-
ries of the grammarof reflexives. Otherfunctionalistwork, suchasmuchof the
literatureon the informationstructureof sentencesmplies (thoughit doesnot
provide) a kind of explication that can often be pursuedin the developmentof
formaltheoriestypically with someprofit in theform of a betterdevelopedsense
of theinternalstructureof the domainof phenomenavolved.

At the other extremeof functionalistviews we find the position alludedto
above which maintainsthat seriousanalysesf languagecannotin principle be
formalized,or thatof linguistswho arguethatall propertiesof grammaticabtruc-
turereduceto mattersof understandingpragmaticscommunicationgtc. — that
is, thatthereis no distinctrealmof grammaratall. This view seemdo fly in the
faceof thefactthatthe studyof grammathasapparentlynadequite considerable
progresdy assuminghatthereis somethinghereto study | cannotreally claim
to understandhis position,though,or why anyonewould actuallywantthingsto
work outthatway, andsol will notconsideiit further

3 Typologyand the Functionalist Agenda

The remainderof this paperwill primarily concernthe variety of functionalism
associateavith the study of typology, especiallyas exemplifiedin the work of
William Croft (cf. Croft 1990,1991,1995b). Amongtypologists,Croft hasbeen
rathermoreexplicit thanmostaboutjust how he seeghe differencesamongfor-



mal andfunctionalapproacheso languageandhis interestscomequite closeto
onesl have beenconcernedvith myselfat varioustimes.

“Functional/Typological” syntaxhasoften beenpresentedas the alternatve
to “Formal” syntax, especiallywith respectto the discovery and characteriza-
tion of universalsof language. This tradition seesitself as originatingin the
work of Greenbeg (1963). Despitethe senseamongfunctionaltypologiststhat
they constitutethe more or lessofficial oppositionin a discussionoften domi-
natedby formalists,therehasactuallybeenvery little real debate.As notedby
Matthens 1993,“for mostof the pastfifteenyears,despiteoccasionatlisparage-
mentfrom one side or anothey eachschoolhasin practicehadlittle reasonto
referto theother It is worth noting, for example,that[Croft 1990] citesno work
by Chomsl. Sevenyearsbefore,Newmeyer, in a book on GrammaticalThe-
ory whosereferencearewideranging]. ..] mentionedGreenbeg andhis school
once’ [p. 45]

In generaladwcatesof eachapproacho languageuniversalshave tendedto
disparagehetheother Functionakypologistscommonlyadoptanattitude(which
| personallyfind completelyunwarrantedjo theeffectthatformalist(or to person-
alizethematter “Chomskyan”) linguistswork only on Englishandthusignorethe
evidenceof awide variety of languagesSociologicallycharacterizedormalists,
ontheotherhand,claim thatthe analyse®f typologistsareso completelysuper
ficial asnot really to be worthy of considerationn evaluatinghypothesesbout
grammar Recentlyit shouldbe noted,we have hadsomemoreilluminating ex-
changessuchasasthatbetweerNewmeyer 1992andCroft 1995aaswell asthe
Mil waukee symposiumat which the presentpaperwas presentedywheresome-
thing morein the way of mutualunderstandingnasbeensought. It still remains
to be seenhow muchof thatthereis to befound,though. Piousandconciliatory
intentionsdo not constituteresultsin themseles.

How muchdifferenceis therereally betweertypology andformal grammar?
In this connection,it is illuminating to look at a recentvolume surweying Ap-
proacheso Languag€elypology (Shibatani& Bynon1995).In additionto Croft’s
Greenbagianview (entitledsomevhateclipsingly“Modern SyntacticTypology”)
anda paperby Greenbeay himselfon therelationbetweenypology andchange,
we find presentationsf the work of the PragueSchool,of groupsin Paris, St.
Petershrg and Colognewhoseindividual approaches$ will not attemptto char
acterizeherebut which areeachdistinctin variouswaysfrom that presentedy
CroftandGreenbay.

Thelastpaperin thevolume,however, Fukui1995,approachethetypological
characterizationf alanguagdrom the point of view of straightforvardformalist
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(“Principlesand Parameters”Yheory On this picture,the syntacticsystemof a

languagepr at leastimportantcentralaspectof thatsystem areto be specified
in termsof valuesfor the parameterprovided by UniversalGrammarthatdefine
alimited rangeof possiblevariationin grammarsRhetoricaside|t is hardto see
how this projectdiffersfrom the basicgoalsof the otherconception®f typology
representeah thisvolume,except,perhapsin theexplicitnessof its formulations.
Exploringthedimension®f typologicalvariationis notdifferentin principlefrom

exploring the parametersf variationin grammar On the otherhand,developing
a theoryof UniversalGrammardoesnot make sensewithout consideratiorof a

rangeof languagesa point which is quite clearto Fukui andotheradherent®of

thePrinciplesandParameterprogram.

If thereis a differencebetweerformalistandfunctionalistwork in typology,
then,it would seenthatthedistinctionsareto be soughtnotsomuchin thebasic
guestionsaboutthe subjectmatterasin the rangeof answerghat are proposed.
And in fact, therearecleardifferencesn what countsasan analysisin the two
literatures.As Croft explainsin somedetailin hisintroductorytext (Croft 1990),
thefunctional-typologicahpproaclseekdo find (implicational)hierarchiesn the
dataof inter- andintra-linguisticvariation,andcharacterizebasiccateyoriesand
termsof linguisticanalyse®y scalesgradientsandfuzzy-edgecgrototypesFor-
malistaccountsin contrastseekdiscrete cateyorialanalysesndfully explicated
distinctions.Rich deductve structureis soughtnot somuchasanendin itself as
ameando reducingtheprimitivesof grammaticalariationto alogical minimum
of genuinelyorthogonaldimension®f variationamonglanguages.

In the natureof things,sincethey seekto find groundingfor grammaticaphe-
nomenan “languages functionin alarger context,” functionalistsexpectto find
substantiainter-penetratiorof phenomenarlheholistic view thatevery aspecbf
languageés permeatedby suchfactorsof meaninganduseis presentechot asan
empiricalhypothesisput rathera basicresearcrstratgy. Wheneer theseseem
relevantto a full accountof linguistic behaior, functionalistsfind confirmation
of their view thatlanguagas not to be explainedby autonomousself-contained
modules.

Formalists,in contrastrespondo suchobsenationsby proposinga division
of labor, with variouspartsof the explanationprovided by distinguishablecom-
ponentsof linguistic knowledgewhoseworking canbe describedndependently
of oneanotherandwhoseinteractiongivesriseto thefull compleity of thephe-
nomena.This resultsin a high degreeof modularity which in turn supportshe
autonomougormulationof variouspartsof grammar

What s at stale hereis not just a differenceof intellectualstyle. | think it
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actuallyreflectsaratherfundamentadifferencebetweertwo notionsof whatlin-
guisticsis about. The confirmationfunctionalistsendto find for the necessityof
continuousscalarprototype-basedccountss relatedo thefactthatthe objectof
inquiry in (much)functionalistwork is really ratherdifferentfrom thatin (much)
formalistresearchlf whatthelinguistis interestedn is thecapacityof thehuman
languagdaculty, asmostcurrentschoolf formalistsyntaxwould maintain then
dataaboutusageandfrequeng — or eventheissueof whethera givenpossibility
is ever actuallyinstantiatedn ary language— may be of atmostrathermaiginal
interest.On the otherhand,if (alongwith muchof the functionalistcommunity)
whatyou seekis aunifiedaccounof theactivity of humanlanguageisers— what
speakrsdo with language— thenall of thesedomainsthat go beyond just the
consideratiorof whatthe humanlanguagdacultyis seemcrucial.

| have amgued elsavhere (Anderson1992, chap. 13) that the scopeof the
languagéefaculty cannotbe derived even from an exhaustve enumeratiorof the
propertiesof existing languagesbecauseghosecontingentfactsresultfrom the
interaction of the languagefaculty with a variety of otherfactors,includingthe
mechanism®f historicalchange. To seethatwhatis naturalcannotbe limited
to whatoccursin nature,considertherangeof systemswe find in spontaneously
developedlanguagegames,as surneyed by Bagemihl(1988). Theseobviously
includemary sortsof transpositiongndmanipulation®f phonologicaform that
correspondo no occurringphonologicalor morphologicalule of any language,
but which seemnonetheless$o fall within the capacitief languageusers,once
developedfor the specialpurposesuchsystemsene.

| would ague that the reasonfor the non-occurrencef mary of thesepro-
cessesn naturallanguagess simply that thereis no plausiblepath of linguis-
tic developmentwhich, startingfrom ary attestedsystemandproceedingoy the
possiblemechanismsf phonetic phonologicabndmorphologicathangecould
giveriseto them. It is preciselywhenthe contentof the systemis divorcedfrom
suchnaturaldevelopmenthatits full potentialrangecanbe explored,andwhen
thathappensye seereasorto believe thatthe underlyingfacultyis ratherricher
thanwe mighthave imaginedevenonthebasisof themostcomprehensie suney
of actual,obsenablelanguagesThis doesnot meanthatempiricalobsenationis
irrelevantto an understandin@f the languagedaculty, but it doesmeanthatit is
not sufficient, andin factobsenationsaboutpreferencestendenciesandwhich
of arangeof structuralpossibilitiesspealerswill tendto usein a givensituation
are largelyirrelevantto anunderstandingf whatthosepossibilitiesare.

Ontheotherhand,if youwantto capturethefull reality of linguistic activity
(asopposedo capacity) thenissueof attestationfrequeny, tendenciesnarked-
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nessetc. comeinto play morecentrally Theselesscateyorial effectsresultfrom
thecomple interactionof linguistic capacitywith suchadditionalfactorsasacci-
dentsof occurrencepathsof possiblehistoricalchangeyariousexternal,cultural,
andsituationaldeterminant®f use,etc. Of coursejt remainsto be demonstrated
thatthis broadresearctagendacanleadto genuinelyilluminating science.

It seemgo methatin its attemptto treat“Language’in the mostcomprehen-
sive senseasa unitary objectof study the functionalistview systematicallycon-
foundstheseeffectsin a way thatresultsin a considerablemountof intellectual
confusion.lt is far from obviousthattheintersectiorof all thesefactorsactually
constitutesa coherentobjectof studyin its own right. In the naturalworld, for
example,thewind is certainlya phenomenomve canidentify, but would it make
sensdo try to developaunitary scienceof wind? Surely“wind” resultsfrom the
interactionof a wide rangeof climatic, geographicatmospheriand otherfac-
tors,andthe way to understandt is asthe productof their interaction— not as
a unitary objectof studyon its own. Similarly, | seeno reasonto abandorthe
assumptiorthat an extensvely modularapproachis the bestway to attackthe
problemof finding theorderandcoherencen languagehroughscientificinquiry.

4 A Style of Functionalist Argument

Someof the issuesseparatingormalist and functionalistmethodologiesanbe
illustratedin relationto the following basicprinciple of epistemologyoriginally
attributedto WalterReuther:

(1) “If it lookslike a duck,walks like a duck, quackslike a duck, thenit is a
duck?”

We might approachthis asa stratey for the scientificinvestigationof some
importantconceptin grammar Indeedi,it is fairly routineto develop someseries
of “tests”to whichwe cansubjectlinguistic objectsto determingheir statuswith
respecto significantcateyories:for instanceto determinevhetheror not some-
thingis “really” anobjectin agivensentenceywe mightaskwhetherit is marked
with Accusatve case canbecomehesubjectof acorrespondingassve, etc.

Croft 1991 developsthis sort of stratgy in somedetail in connectionwith
basicissuessuchasmembershipn majorlexical catgories,the grammaticale-
lationsborneby argumentswithin a clause andothers.His strat@y is to identify
asmary propertiesaspossiblethat areassociatedvith the categyory in question,
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andtranslateeachof theseinto suchatest. The rangeof such“behavioral tests”
thatcanbebroughtto bearon a particularissuecangetquitelarge,asin thecase
of the propertiesof subjectsexploredin Keenanl976(awork which canbe seen
astheultimateembodimentf this approach).

As only a slight caricature,l think thatif Croft wereto apply principle (1)
abovein thisway, hewould discover (aftera seriousconsideratiorof known facts
concerninglucks)thattherearehardlyary true,full-fledgedducks.Somepoten-
tial duckspassamoreof theteststhanothers— somefew mayevenpassall of the
tests— but mostfail oneor moreof theteststhatwe coulddevisefor duck-hood.
His responsevould probablybeto suggesthatthe notionof a“duck” is actually
a kind of prototype,to which someobjectsapproximatenoreor lesswell. The
notionis abit fuzzy aroundthe edgeswith somecentralexemplarsanda number
of nearmissesaswell, of courseasagreatmary clearnon-ducks.

Formalistsaregenerallynot contentto settlefor prototypeducks,nearducks,
etc. By andlarge,they wanttheworld to beorganizednto the ducksandthe non-
ducks,period. In my own contritution (Anderson1976)to thevolume(Li 1976)
in which Keenars paperappeared] tried to deal with the fact that supposed
propertieof subjectsywhentranslatednto testsandappliedto ergative languages
(to which a numberof other papersin the presentvolumesare specificallyde-
voted),turn up a surprisinglyrobust setof somevhat-tut-not-really-quiteducks.
My stratgy was basicallyto take somepotentialphenomenas criterial, while
relegatingothers(particularlymattersof overtmorphologicaform) to a separate,
non-criterialstatus.Croft (1991)takesmeto taskfor makingsuchanapparently
arbitrary selection,apparentlymotivatedonly by my desireto comeup with a
completelyconsistentvay to tell the ducksfrom the non-ducks.

If thathadindeedbeenall thatwasat work in my analysis,Croft’s criticism
would have beenwell warranted. Actually, though,therewasa bit more going
on. Indeed,the constructionand selectionof someparticularsetof testsfor a
cateyory, while quitea standardactuity in thefield, is pointlessuntil sometheory
is presentedn termsof which the criterial natureof the testsmakes senseand
findsits basis.

Insteaddf consideringorinciple(1) abore assyntheticasanempiricalstratey
for picking out ducksin nature et ustake the alternatve view thatit is analytic:
thatis, a Theoryof duckswould be somesort of systemof propositionswithin
which various propertiesand entities (including ducks) appear Insofar asthe
systencorrectlyreconstructsurintuitionsaboutducks ,we cansaythatit defines
aduckassomethinghatdisplaysthesepropertiesandsatisfieshesepropositions.
In otherwords,insteadof assuminghatwe know all aboutducksin adwvance and
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aretrying to give an effective field guide,let us supposehatwhatwe aretrying

to do is to reconstructhe contentof beinga duckin scientificterms. Instead
of beingcontentwith the obsenation that somethingsare more duck-like than
otherswewouldliketo goonto developamoreexplicit accounof thepotentially
independentdimension®f duckiness.

Thatwaswhatl wastrying to doin thepapenreferredto above,alonglinesthat
arefairly standardn the formalistliterature. | startedfrom the premisethatthe
notionof “subject” in pre-systematidiscussiorwaspotentiallya heterogeneous
one. Fromthe point of view of the syntax,it seemedlausiblethatthe notion of
beingasubjecttouldbedefinedn termsof positionwithin aphrasemarker, onthe
premisethatthe structureandinter-relationsof phrasemarkersarethe essencef
syntax.Again from the point of view of the syntax,structure-sensite operations
that map phrasemarkersinto otherphrasemarkersoughtto treatelementsn a
consistentvay on the basisof their positionin a phrasemarker alone.To identify
anotionof “subject” within the syntax,then,whatonewantsto dois to find aset
of suchoperationsandtreatthemascriterial for the syntacticnotionin question.
In termsof then-currentheory teststhat seemedo correspondo this criterion
includedthelocationof PRO in infinitival constructiongin the vocalulary of the
time, thetamgetof “EQUI-NP deletion”),the binding of reflexives,andthe notion
of whatpositionscountas“parallel” in theformationof coordinateconstructions.

Whenl appliedtheseteststo a variety of “ergatve” languagesl found that
they yieldedresultsthat were as consistentin thoselanguagesasthey werein
accusatie languagesith respecto whenan NP constitutesa subject;andfur-
thermorethesameNP’sturnoutto bethesubjectshy andlarge,in sentencethat
aretranslationequvalentsbetweerthe two sortsof languagesl took thisto con-
firm the notionthatthereis a consistennhotion of subject,internalto the syntax,
whichis remarkablyinvariantacrosdanguages.

Now of coursepeingasyntacticsubjectis only partof themassvely comple
notion of “subject” thathasdevelopedin talk aboutlanguageover the pastcou-
ple of thousand/ears,andit wasactuallythis complex andheterogeneousature
thatwasKeenans majorpoint. Thevery existenceof ermgative languagesnakesit
clearthatthe syntacticsubjectwill oftenfail to meetour morphologicalexpecta-
tionsabouttherelationof the subjectto the forms of words(thatsubjectsshould
appearconsistentlyin the nominatve case the verb shouldagreeconsistentlyor
exclusively with them, etc.). Indeed,the factsof Dyirbal make it clearthatthe
syntacticsubjectwill not always meetour expectationsaboutthe semanticsof
subjectgthatthey shouldbe agentsvherepossible gtc,)either
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But to identify a syntacticnotion of subjectis not at all to denigratethese
othernotions,or relegatethemto second-classtatus:it just meanghatwe have
to explicateotherdimensionf thecomplex concept'subject”in otherwaysand
within othersub-theorie®f grammaysuchasthetheoriesof how syntacticorga-
nizationis relatedon onehandto semanti@mgumentstructure andon anotherto
the catayoriesof overtmorphology If someof theseothertheoriesareunusually
simple and consistentjt might turn out that syntacticsubject-hoodvould be a
consistenpredictorof everythingelse,but of courseKeenarhasalreadyshowvn
thatthingsarenotthatsimple.

A particularlystrongtendeng thathasalot of traditionbehindit is to assume
that the theorythat relatessyntacticstructureand morphologicalclasswill turn
outto beespeciallysimple,suchthattheinflectionalcateyoriesof word form will
turn out to be essentiallyisomorphicwith the cateyoriesof the configurational
syntax. Perhapghat expectationarosefrom the factthatfor muchof the history
of grammaticatliscussiontherehasnotreally beenary distincttheoryof config-
urationalsyntax,andwhatwent by the nameof syntaxwasmostlyjust “applied
morphology Butwe have notbeenin thatstatefor the pastforty yearsor so,and
a serioudook at therelationbetweemmorphologicalandsyntacticform turnsup
considerablynorearbitrarines@andcompleity thanwe areusedto expecting,as
| tried to show a few yearsagoin Anderson1991. To the extentthatis true, the
interactionsof modulesof grammamaybefar from trivial.

On the otherhand,thereis alsono needto acceptthe conclusionthat when
it comesto the distribution of subjectpropertiesin individual languagesevery
dog is from a differentvillage: that is, that the thirty-odd propertiesof (pre-
systematickubjectdiscussedy Keenararein principle distributedcompletely
independentlyf oneanother In fact, thesemay clusterin coherentvays,since
anumberof propertiesmay reflecta commonorganizationwithin somedomain,
oneof which oughtto bethe hierarchicalorganizationof phrasemarkersandthe
operationghataffectthesejf syntaxreally hasthecharactemwe think it has..

The methodologicaloppositionhereis the following: to judge from much
functionalistwriting, the pre-systematicateyories of traditional grammarare
widely takento have alife of theirown — thereis atendeng to assumehatthey
areunitary andimmutable, andthatour taskis to identify them. Wherewe find
thatourtheoriesdo not provide acompleteandcateyoricalreconstructiorof such
anotionas“subject, we might concludethatit is actuallyfuzzy, prototype-lite,
etc. But why shouldwe expecta notionlik e “subject; with all of theaccretionof
obsenationsthatit hasacquiredover the years,to correspondo a unitary theo-
retical catgyory? Our goalin doinglinguistics,afterall, is to reconstruchot the
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specificnotionsof traditionalgrammay but ratherthe intuitions andinsightsthat
underlaythem.

Thealternatve is to develop a theorythathassomereasonablyhaturalclea-
agessuchas“structuralsyntax”vs. “morphologicalform,” “discourserdle;’ “se-
manticrole; etc.In eachsub-areawe developacoherentheorythatreconstructs
to the extentpossiblethe insightsof traditionalgrammarnsometimedinding that
apparengeneralizationsverein factillusory or epiphenomenalgswell asathe-
ory of how principlesfrom the variousdomainsinteract. Theresultis a view on
whichthe syntacticducksmay or maynotbemorphologicadducksaswell, but in
which we have a numberof individually coherensense®f “duck vs. non-duck”
ratherthana single,monolithicbut ratherfuzzy notionof “duck,” toutcourt

Thereason have rehearsedhesemattersis notthatl think it is importantto
defendapapen wrotetwentyyearsago— onewhosespecificassumptionabout
syntaxare probablyindefensiblewithin todays theories. Rather it is because
| think thereis a rathergeneralpatternof agumentatiorto be discernedn the
functional/typologicacommunitys reactionto that paperandotherslike it, and
ananalysisof thatreactionis importantif onewantsto understandhow formalists
respondo whatthey readin functionalistwork.

The (functionalist)argumentsn questionareintendedo establishthe neces-
sity of anappealo extra-grammaticafactorsin analyzinggrammaticabtructure
— thatis, the impossibility of the kind of autonomousnalysissoughtby most
formalistsyntacticiansNow whenthey look for the basicobjectsof investigation
in linguistics,functionalistsendto seeoverall classe®f constructionspftende-
fined by semantic/pragmatic/discourkectors. But we have to askwhatwarrant
we have for assuminghat the descriptve taxonomyof previous generation®f
grammarian$fiassucceedeth identifying unitary phenomenaHow do we know
thatanotionlik e “subject”is conceptualljhomogeneousyr eventhatthereis any
sensdo comparing‘passve” constructionscrosdanguagesgtc.?

What happenshowever, is that somevery broadly conceved term suchas
“subject; “passve; “agreement,etc. from traditionalgrammaytogethemith all
of its pre-systematicallassociatedaggageis presentedor analysis.Whenall
of therelatedfactsareconsideredit is usuallypossibleo shav thatsomeof them
areintrinsicallygroundedn factorsoutsideof thesyntacticcomputationasystem.
Thereforejt is suggestedan autonomousyntacticanalysisof this phenomenon
isimpossiblegor atbest,misguided).

The problemwith this algumentis not with the supposedxtra-grammatical
factorsthemseles,but ratherwith theassumptiorthatthetheoryoughtnecessar
ily to treattheterm or constructionn questionasa singlehomogeneousbject.
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Whenwe look moreclosely it usuallyturnsout thatthe singletraditionalterm
concealsanidentificationof phenomendrom severalareasof grammay eachof
whichindividually hasa perfectlycoherentinalysiswithin someappropriatesub-
disciplinein the study of language but whereno single componentufiicesto
explicateeverything. Theformalistrespons&o suchanamguments thatas,say a
syntacticianheor sheis concernedvith whatis syntactic but therestis someone
elsesbusinessandthereis nothingin thesyntacticfactsthathave beenpresented
thatnecessarilyompromiseshe adequay of aformal syntacticaccount.

| think that is whatis going on in the caseof the discussionof notionsof
“subject” in emative vs. accusatie languagesthe strictly syntacticohenomena
acrosdanguagesonducedo aratherhomogeneouandcoherentaccountthough
the connectiorbetweertheseand otherphenomendhat have beenlinkedto the
traditionalterm “subject” is much more varied. We can seethe samelogic in
work that responddo Kuno’s obsenationsaboutreflexives by developing dis-
tinct theoriesof local binding, construedathernarravly in termsof the syntax,
andnon-localbinding, a ratherdifferentrelationthatis groundedn the formal
structureof discourseepresentations.

Anotherinstructve exampleis provided by an agumentCroft (1995a:501)
offers“againstthe self-containedness syntax:

Balungois a Grassfield8antulanguagégSchaull985).1ts noun
classsystemis typical of Bantu languagesjn that nounsfall into
a rangeof nounclassesandthe nounclassesare quite arbitraryin
theirmembershipThatis, thereis no way onecouldcompletelypre-
dict nounclassmembershipn semantigrinciples,althoughSchaub
notessomecorrelationse.g. class1/2 with humansg(1985:174;the
pairednumbergeferto singular/pluraforms). Theseagreemenpat-
ternsindicatethat nounclassesarenot only arbitrarybut participate
in a systemof syntacticrules. Modifiersagreewith their headnouns
in class,andverbsagreewith their coreargumentsn the sameway.
Thereis oneexceptionto thisgeneralizationanaphorigronounghat
referto humansregardlesof thenounclassof the humannoun,take
classl/2 agreemen{Schaull985:193) Anaphoricpronounghatre-
ferto non-humansgrean thenounclassof theirnominalantecedent.

For Croft, the evidentinvolvementof semantidactorsaswell asformal noun
classn thechoiceof pronounsonstituteclearevidencethat“the syntaxof agree-
mentin Balungo” cannotbe analyzedn a self-containedvay. But | think most
formal syntacticiansvould dery thatin Croft's intendedsensehereis ary such
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thing as“the syntaxof agreemenin Balungo” asa unitaryphenomenonOn the
onehand,thereareagreemenphenomenanvolving (on oneformulation)some
sortof sPEC-headfeaturecheckingor assignmentvithin the clause andthis sys-
temis responsibldor the agreemenin nounclassbetweenmodifiersandheads
andbetweenverbsandtheir agument. We have no reasonto believe theseare
mattersof anything but sentencéorm. On the otherhand,thereis the matterof
the selectionof an appropriategpronounto refer to an antecedenthat hasbeen
mentionecelsavherein adiscourseThisis surelynot atall a matterof sentence
syntax,however, andthereis no reasonto treatit assuch,despitethe fact that
the nounclasssystemwhich operatesvithin sentencess one of the factorsthat
contributesto pronounchoice.
Considerthefollowing sentence:

(2) (My cat)Dent-de-lionis still hungry evenatfterit/she/hehasfinishedall of
its/her/hisbowl of Skrunkies.

The choiceof a pronounheredependson peoples views aboutthe sentienceof
their pets,knowledgeof their secondarysexual characteristicsthe existenceof
Nounsin otherlanguage®elongingto arbitrarygenderclassesetc. Would ary-
onearguethatthesefactorscompromisehe claim thatsubject/\erbagreemenin
Englishis aformal processThereare,it is true,mary unresohedpuzzlesn the
syntacticanalysisof Englishagreementhut the choiceof pronoundor discourse
referentsis surely not amongthem, becauset seemsclearthat entirely differ-
entcomponent®f linguistic knowledgeare at work here. Indeed,a theorythat
failed to distinguishtwo quite distinctsense®f agreemenherecould be saidto
beinadequat®nthatbasis.

This pointis mademoreconcretan arecentpaperby FarkasandZec(1995)
whichdealswith factsin Roumaniarthatareentirelyparallelto thoseof Balungo
alludedto by Croft, andtherebyshavs how a formalistaccountof “agreement”
mightproceed FarkasandZecassumehatthesyntaxinvolvesrulesof agreement
in termsof a setof morphosyntacticallyelevantfeatureq S, PL, I, Il, 1ll, Mas-
culine,Feminine)whicharedistributedby someprocess(es)f featureconcordso
thatmodifiersagreewith their headsandverbswith their subjects.They alsoas-
sumethatanindependenlevel of DiscourseRepresentatioStructure(alongthe
lines of Kamp 1981 andHeim 1989)identifiesdiscoursereferentsn termsof a
distinct setof featuregincluding [atomic], [group], [+ Participant],[+Spealer],
[male], [female]). A systemof rulesis developedthat specifiesthe correspon-
dencebetweerthe DRS propertiesassociateavith a referentandthe grammati-
cal featuresf the correspondingxpressionincludingdiscourse-referentigro-
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nouns). Theserules accommodatg@uzzleswith grammaticalgenderthat have
beenpointedout by Corbett(1990),suchasthosemotivating “resolutionrules”.
Theresultis at leasta substantiaktarton a full, formal reconstructiorof agree-
ment phenomenainvolving the independenpropertiesof at leasttwo domains
(morphosyntactistructureand discourserepresentationandthe systematicities
in theirinter-connections.

It is only by lumpingtogetherall of the heterogeneoyshenomenghatareas-
sociatedvith thenotionof “agreementthatthe Babungofactsappeato compro-
misetheautonomyof syntacticanalysis But the goalof aformally seriousanaly-
sisis preciselyto disentangl¢herelatedout fundamentallyndependenstrandof
a superficiallycomplex phenomenonAs a result,argumentsn this style, which
seemto reflectan essentiallyincompleteanalyticunderstandin@f the structure
of thefacts,have little directforcefor the believerin formally seriousgssentially
modularanalysesThisis thesortof discussiorthatDavid Perimutteusedto call
“helicopterlinguistics”™: youfly overthephenomenafew times,andassumehat
theview thatyou gotfrom the heightsrepresentshe endof the story.

Whenwe look atthe functional/typologicaliterature ,unfortunatelythis style
of agumentseemsall too oftento underliethe discussionghat purportto shav
the necessityof including extra-grammaticafactorsin the analysis,or the non-
cateyorial, fuzzy-edgednatureof somegrammaticalterm or categyory. This is
certainly true for the discussionof grammaticalrelationssuchas “subject” or
“object; andthe sameconfusionextendsdirectly to mostfunctionaltypological
discussion®f ematvity. Ergatiity, when examinedclosely turnsout to be a
cateyorial parameter— or rather severalsuchparametergrimarily affectingthe
relationbetweersyntacticstructureandthematicor semanticstructure pntheone
hand,andmorphologicaktructureontheother In arny case,'ergatvity” asauni-
tary phenomenois a matterwhosetypologicalsignificances unclear Whatis
generallyreferrredto in thetypologicalliterature(incorrectly it appearsas‘'Syn-
tactic’ emgativity is (roughly) a questionof whetheragentsor patientstypically
appeamasthe subjectof transitve Verbs. Morphologicalergatuity is a property
of particularrules,dependingpn which of two possibletypesof referenceo syn-
tacticstructuras madeby agivenrule (seeAndersoril992for somediscussiorof
themechanism&volved). Theremay or maynot be a relevantparametewithin
thesyntacticsystensenststricto (seeMarantz1996for asurwey of viewsonerga-
tivity in recentformal syntax).Eachof thesenotionsis quite cateyorical,oncewe
areclearaboutthe properocuswithin thegrammamatwhichto raisethequestion.

Exactlysimilarremarkscouldbemadeabouttheclaimof Hopper& Thompson
1980thattransitvity is agradientnotacategorialnotion. If youidentify all of the
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phenomenahatclusteraroundverbalvalenceandagumentstructureasa single
construct‘Transitvity,” it is not surprisingthat the reconstructiorof transitv-

ity turnsout to bethoroughlyheterogeneous- indeed,whatwould be amazing
would beif thingsturnedoutary otherway. But thatin itself doesnot constitute
anamgumentagainsthe coherencef a straightforvardly syntactic,if ratherless
ambitious,conceptof transitvity, namelythe presencerss. absencef an object
argumentbearinga specifiablestructuralrelationto ahead.Theotherfactorsthat
commonly(but notuniversally)clusterarouncthis structurahotionhave perfectly
coherentainalyse®f theirown thatdo notimpugnthesimplicity andgeneralityof

structuraltransitiity.

A standardhetoricalfigurein the functional-typologicaliteratureis to iden-
tify a phenomenonand then provide an explanationfor it that crucially relies
on appealdo extra-grammaticafactorssuchas discoursetopicality, metaphors
groundedn the speechact situation,etc. Unfortunately the objectsof suchex-
planationsare sometimesepiphenomenathe result of spuriousgeneralizations
which collapseon detailedanalysis.An exampleof this is the apparentorrela-
tion, in some“split egative” systemspetweencasemarkingandverbalaspect:
ergative markingis sometimedound in associatiorwith perfectie verbalforms
(or their reflexes,suchasHindi pasttenseforms)in a singlelanguagevhereac-
cusatve markingis usedwith imperfectve verbalforms. Theapparentonnection
betweercasesystemsandaspecthasbeensomethingof a stapleexplanandumin
typologicaldiscussior(seeDelancg 1981,Croft 1995b,pp. 120f.).

In fact, however, asdiscussedn Anderson1992 (pp. 354f.), this apparent
correlationis probablyaccidental.It happenghattwo commonsourcedor the
historicaldevelopmenbf perfectaspectormsare(a) passves,and(b) possessie
constructionseitherof which canleadto a constructionn which the (agentve)
subjectappearsn anobliqguecase(which maybereanalyzedisanemative). On
the otherhand,onesourceof innovative imperfectve formsis an “object demo-
tion” constructionwhich may resultin the marking of objectswith an oblique
casethatis re-interpretechsan accusatie in anoriginally ergative languagdik e
commonKartvelian. Thesetwo developmentsarequite unrelatedo oneanothey
but happerto leadto similaroutcomesn termsof thedistributionof casemarking
acrossaspectuallydifferentforms. Thedetailsarecomple, but oncetheindivid-
ual casesareanalyzedratherthanbeinglumpedtogether)jt appearshatthereis
nomoreto explainin this casethanin othercase®f accidentatornvergencesuch
aslexical homophow.

Othersuchargumentsesultingfrom theunwarrantedassumptionhatdescrip-
tive similarity implies linguistically significantgeneralizationfrom incomplete
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analysisor the gratuitousacceptancef traditional cateyoriescould be attested
from the literatureon “NP-identificationphenomend,a notion which conflates
thedistribution of null pronominalsubjectof infinitives,sharedNounPhrasesn
conjoinedexpressionsNP-pronourcoreferenceidentificationof discourseefer
ents,andmary otherareasof grammar

The oppositeof agumentdrom over-generalizations the agumentfrom ex-
cessve particularization,which is also prominentin the functional typological
literature. With respectto ematwvity, it hasbecomecommonnow to point out
thatwhole languagesannotmeaningfullybe characterize@s“ergative” or “ac-
cusatve; sincewe generallyfind somephenomenavithin a givenlanguagdhat
couldberegardedasorganizedon anergative pattern andothersin thesamean-
guagethatareequallyaccusatie. Therespons¢o this of work suchasCroft 1990
is to suggesthat suchtypological parameterspply not to languagesut to in-
dividual rules. But this move goestoo far in the other direction: in fact, the
phenomenavithin any givenlanguageshov somesignificantclusteringrelations,
correspondingo the naturaldivisionsof the grammar Therulesof inflectionre-
lating syntacticandmorphologicalkcategoriesmay indeedvary onefrom another
in this way, but the rules of the syntaxitself appearto be foundedon a single,
coherennotionof structure.

In thiscaseasin all of theothers thecrucialstepto aninsightfulanalysiss to
find the right granularity the mostappropriatedecompositiorof a complex phe-
nomenoninto individually coherenfpieces.And of course,a centralrdle in that
processs playedby the choiceof anappropriatdormalism,sinceit is really only
aftera potentialanalysishasbeenlaid outformally thatits componentsirereally
availablefor inspection.Ultimately, linguistsof all stripeshave to provide a for-
mally explicit accounbf theiranalysesasCroft (amongsomeotherfunctionalist
writers) clearly recognizes.But despitethis commitment,it is remarkablenow
rarely a fully explicit analysisof the grammarof relevantlanguagess provided
to underpinfunctionalistdiscussion.Sometimeghe absencef suchan analysis
is attributedto disagreementaboutwhatthe“right” theoryof grammamightbe,
asif suchdissensiorobviateda detailedaccount.In fact, however, the longera
full explicationis postponedasit tendsto bein functionalistaccountsandpresys-
tematicdescriptve categoriesareallowedto standn for thefully explicit account,
themorelikely it is thatthe discussiorwill go astrayon the basisof suggestie
correlationghatdo not ultimately correspondo primitivesof linguistic structure.
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5 Conclusions

Theway to understandhe overall grammarof a languagethen,is notto assume
that thereis someunitary setof maximally inclusive andrathermonolithic an-
alytic categgories, perhapshoseof traditional grammar;nor yet to assumethat
thereareno cateyoriesat all, only particularfacts,andthat all factsareequally
contingentandmutuallyindependentlt seemgreferableto me, rather to adopt
a ‘modular’ point of view, andaskaboutthe catgyoriesandtypesthat arerele-
vantto anunderstandin@f whatis orderlyandcoherenin eachspecificareaof
grammar This entails,for example,analyzingthe syntaxon the basisof syn-
tactic phenomenayhile construingthe morphologyas providing hints but not
unambiguousiguments;andthenanalyzingthe processesf word formationin
languageandthe waysin which syntacticinformationis used(or disregarded)n
the operationof theseprocessesandthenproceedingo comparableaccountsof
semanticspragmaticsgiscoursestructure gtc.

With respecto the studyof linguistic typology, oftenthoughtto be peculiarly
theprovinceof functionalistinterest] donotpersonallybelieve thereis ary inter-
estingdistinctionbetweertdoing typology” and“doing theory’ Typologistsseek
to find implicationsamonglinguistic phenomenahut this is not basicallydiffer-
entfrom the theoreticiars desireto elucidatethe internaldeductve structureof
the theory Typologistsoughtnot to be contentwith merely observingthat one
grammaticabhenomenoiis correlatedwith another;but oncethey begin to ask
whatit is aboutthe natureof Languagethat leadsto the obserned connections,
they arelookingfor the samefundamentaprinciplesof grammarhey would seek
if they thoughtof themselesas“doing Theory’

Typologistsdo indeedpay greatattentionto the diversity of phenomenado
be found in the world’s languagesand not only to the complity internal to
individuallanguageshut the samecansurelybe saidfor any moderntheoretician
who wantsa generaltheory Indeed,muchformalistresearchn syntactictheory
today goespreciselyby the nameof Comparatre Syntax,and seeksto delimit
exactlythefull rangeof variationfoundacrosdanguagesvith respecto syntactic
forms. If atypologyis anexhaustve characterizatiomf this rangeof variation,
it is justasmuchan objectof desirefor formalistgrammariangsfor functional
typologists.

| amafraid | have goneon at rathergreatlengthwith a somevhat arid dis-
cussionof methodologyratherthana spicy recitationof exotic factsandtheir ex-
planation.But whenoneaskswhatformalistslearnfrom functionalistwork, the
mainpartof theansweiis likely to be: they learnthatsomefurtherdecomposition
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is oftenwarrantedn factualdomainswvhich hadtraditionallybeenpresumedo be
logically unitary, or elsethattheremaywell be somedeepeiprincipleunderlying
a setof superficiallydiversephenomena.No one hasary reasonto doubtthat
amongthefactsrelevantto languageandlinguistic behaior in thebroadestense
aremary thatarequite externalto grammar But while thefunctionalistresponse
is to embraceheseasevidencefor the impossibility of an adequatdéormal syn-
tax,theformalistaskswherethenaturaljointswithin andamongthefactslie, such
thattheirfull compleity canbeseento resultfrom theinteractionof individually
simplesystemsasedon broadlyexplanatoryprinciples.Both of thesereactions,
of course constituteresearctstratgiesratherthanempirically falsifiablepropo-
sitionsaboutwhattheworld is really like. But I think the modularline, with its
assumptiorof individually autonomousystemshasproven sufficiently produc-
tiveto bewell worth pursuing andthatstratgy restsessentiallyonthekind of full
andcompleteexplicationthatis provided by formalization.And that, perhapsis
whatformalistslearnfrom functionalistan syntax.
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