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MISUNDERSTANDING UNDERSTOOD SURJECTS: THE MINTMAL DISTANCE PRINCIFPLE
IN MONTAGUE GRAMMAR

Frans Plank (University of Edinburgh) .=

1. Tntroduction

The nfm of thin contribution 1n to roview two atiempta at solving the
‘control problem' (term from Postal 1970) that have recently been made
ithin the framework of Montague grammar, Partee (1975a) and Thomason
%748-). As its intention is essentially & critical one, it might incur
blame for criticising without proposing something better. Undeservedly, it
seems to me; for not only do I find such largely negative criticism quite
worth while in general and especially at the present stage of the develop-
ment of Montague grammar, I also hope that something -better than the 'so-
lutions' under review is indeed being offered here, viz. some clarifica-

tion of the nature of the control problem.

In conformity with the fragment-constructing and expanding methodol-~
ogy familiar from lMontague grammar, the following pair of English sen-
tences ought to suffice as an empirical point of departure.

(1) The Queen promized the dean to eat sardines.
.(2) The Queen permitted the dean to cati sardines.
Despite the apparent surfece-structural parallelism, (1)=(2) constitutes a
minimal pair, which is brought out clearly by such superficially more ex-
plicit paraphrases as (1') and (2').

(1') The Queen said to/promised the dean something, viz. that she, the
Queen, would eat sardines.

(2') The Queen said to/permitted the dean something, viz. that he, the
dean, could eat sardines.

In (1) it is the matrix subject, and in (2) the matrix object, that is in-
terpreted as 'coreferential®' with the understood (underlying, according to
a deletion approach) subject of the infinitival complement. A minimal cri-
terion for any alleged solution of the control problem, therefore, is

whether it can provide a description and an explanation of the different

identity relations in (1)-(2) and similar constructions. (1') end (2')
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also expose different modal interpretations of the infinitives in (1)-(2),
which distinctive feature has lead Postal (1970) to suggest that the iden-
tification of understood complement subjects is contingent upon modal con-
straints imposed by certain matrix verbs. The overall explanatory value of
such a correlation would merit closer scrutiny, but here it is more appro- i
priate to begin with delineating a more comprehensive frame of reference |
for the ensuing discussion. In my opinion, these are fundamental parame- !
ters of understood-subject identification: !
a) What is the r8le of (the meaning of) matrix verbs? |
b) Does the restructuring of matrix ind complement clauses (e.g. by means ‘
of passivisation) exert any influence?
c) What is language-specific and what universally invariant about solving
the control problem?
Other questions, which can only be touched upon more or less in passing, .
if at all, concern the contribution of semantic features of the complement
clause, the relation between infinitival and gerundial complements, between
complement and non-complement constructions (such as adverbial infinitives
or participial clauses), and the contingency of understood-subject identi-
fication upon pronominalisation. All these questions serve to reveal the

contours of the control problem; and all of them have to be answered by a

genuine solution, either explicitly or by implication. Limitations of the

scope of the present paper should not be taken to reflect the relative sig-
nificance of individual concomitants of the control problem: it should be-

come clear, however, that a 'solution' that merely 'works' as far as the
description of a fregment of English consisting of (1)-(2) is concerned,

may yet fall short of justifiably more exacting expectations. .

In trying to find out how the two Nontague-grammar molutions available
fare on thenmo criteria, mome attention will be focused upon three issues:
firstly, the internal soundness of their argumentation: gecondly, the ac-
tunl relationnhip to the one particular ready-made transformantional so=-
lution they wish to model themsolves after, Rosenbaum's (1967; 1970) Min-
imnl Distance Principle (honceforth:‘MDP); and thirdly, the empirical
atntus of momn banic premimes of botﬁft@e NDP and its purported NMontague-
grammar analogues, .

= Tt By
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| 2. The Starved-Variable Convention

! According to lartee (1975a), who closely follows the lead of Montague
| (1974n), msubjectless infinltival verb phraogoe complemente are of the name
syntactic catogory (viz. IV = t/e) and semantic type as ordinary intransi-

tive verb phrases. They are governed by such matrix verbs of catepory

e

1V//1V an try to and winh to. 1L war not wilthout ronnon, however, that
mont tranaformntionnl nccounts had nowght to nnsocinto tnfinttival compla~
mentm with the catogory of veontences, 1 Lthe lormar are dorived from the

latter, the agreomant of vetlexive pronouns, for inmtance, naturally fol-

lows from the purported geuneralisation that reflexivisation (in English)

operates within clause boundaries, upon the further condition, of course,
‘that complement subject deletion does not precede reflexivisation:

(3)a. Mr Heath tries (to) [ Mr Heath pleases himself/*herself/*themselves]
b. Mr Heath tries to please himself/*herself/*themselves.

A ——

For similar reasons Partee wants to improve upon Montague's (19742) orig-
inel grammar fragment, which does not generate such complements as in (3b),
by also deriving IV-phrases from t-phrases (sentences or formulae). (4)
exemplifies Partee's (1975a:265) syntactic rule of subject-variable dele-
tion and antecedentless-pronoun starring end the concomitant addition of
an abstraction operator to the formula in the translation into intensional
logic.1

(4) F21,O(heo

translation (simplified)::lxo please'(xo,xo)
'syntactic metarule' (Partee 1975a:266) then guarantees the appropriate

urface gender form of pronouns previously represented by starred variables:

pleases himoself) = please him*self

(5) Whenever any syntactic rule applies to two (or more) arguments
such that one is a T-phrase and one contains a starred variable,
replace all occurrences of the starred variable by pronouns of
the appropriate gender.

To return to (3b), after try to has been combined with the derived IV

please him*self, the subject term Nr Heath (category t/IV) combines with

the complex IV-phrase try to please him*self, at which stage convention

(5) ensures the desired gender agreement of the reflexive pronoun.

One apparent drawback of Partee's analysis could be disregarded at
least by those who do not mind the availability of constructional ambigui-
ties without semantic comsequences, viz., the indeterminacy as to which IV~

phrases are directly generated in categorial syntax and which ones are t-
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derived. What is more important is that (5) lacks any semantic conse-
quences; if there is no starred variable, as in (6), nothing at all hap-
pens,

(6) Mr Heath wishes to stay/please Mrs Keith.
Semantically all IV-phrases alike are said to designate properties, and
matrix IV//IV-verbs, roughly, relations between individuals and these
properties. Even without overt clues due to the operation of (5), there
prima facie is not much of & choice, then, as to who is to be the bearer
of the properties of staying or pleasing Mrs Keith if Mr Heath's wishes
should come true; of course Mr Heath himself, Partee's analysis seems to
suggest that this is so by default: the matrix subject is after all the
only T-phrase present in the matrix clause. This reliance upon manifest T-
phrases, however, presents difficulties as soon as such IV//IV-matrix

verbs as advise, advocate, recommend, propose and say are taken into ac-

count. Convention (5) certainly yields wrong results, whereas the right

ones are sometimes more delicate to determine:

(7)a. I don't advocate/advise pleasing *myself/oneself/yourselves/oprselves.
b. The Queen said to stay here until 9 pm and to enjoy "erself/‘one-

self/?yourselves/?ourselves. a ” ”
¢. The Queen proposed to please herself/ themselves/ oneself/‘ourselves.

Although it could conceivably be argued, on the surface analogy with try to
and wish to in (3b) and (6), that advise, say etc. are also to be inter-

preted as relations between individuals, denoted by the matrix subjects,

and properties, these ‘advising, commanding, proposing individuals are not

(necessarily, ¢f. 7c) identical with the understood complement subjects.

Secondly, the default option would also seem to be precluded in a
configuration with two matrix T-phrases, as in the minimal pair (1)=-(2),
whare in the presence of a starrod variable convention (5) could poten-
tially got more than one chance to apply. But upon o suggention of Thomas-
on'm, dotnilms of which will be dincusmod in 3, Partea annlgna basic varba
like permit to to the ontegory Tv/1V, and verbs 1like promine to to
(Lv//IVv)/T, which guarnnteos the appropriate agreement of refloxives by
exploiting the differently ordered combinatory steps, as construction
trons (8) and (9) 1llustrate. = =

(8) the Quaen pormits the dean to please himself, t

the Quoen,T permit the dean to please himgself, IV

permit to please hiﬁiﬁgf?T;;E“h*h?he dean,T (5tapplien hare)

parmit to,’l‘\-’fﬁ"-\pman him*nolf, TV

TR

T —
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(?) the (ueen m*(\mi,::lt.lm denn to plenne herrelf,t
e - (% aprliecc here
the Jueen, T prowige the deon 1o plense him*sedf 1V 2 i )

promise tho dgan 16TIV//IV T jleace him*self,1v

promise thTTG//[V)};hﬁ““Lhe dean,'t
What is less obvious is whethor the difforent orders of T introduction in-
duced by different matrix-verbh categories do have any seomantic repercus-
sions, irreespective of the lexical meanfné‘of these matrix verbs. Is there
a way to infor from (8) that the dean 13 pmoing to be tho bearer of the
proporty of pleaning himaelf 1f the Quoon'n permit in tnken advantage of,
and from (9), that ithe property of plianing herself will have to be as-
oribed to the Queen if her promise is kept? According to Yartee (1975a:
266) apparently not, saince no further semantic need is recognised to keep

track of the free variables of the underlying complement clause (or for=-

.mula) after the abstraction operator has bound them (cf. 4)., In the in-

tensional-logic translation of (8) and (9), this abstraction operator can-
not possibly be eliminated by means of lambda conversion as there are no
arguments belonging to the lambda expressions. Constructional syntactic
disparities notwithstanding, the property designated by the complement can
not be linked with the appropriate individual, because apart from the sur-
face phenomenon of reflexive-agreement there is no sementically relevent
interrelation or interaction (e.g. lambda convertibility or variable
identity) between the complement and the expression that contains it
as a constituent part, according to Partee's analysis. For this reason it
presumably has to be due to the lexical content of the matrix verbs prom=-
ise to and permit to, rather than due to their syntactic categories, that
.the identity of understood complement subjects can be recovered. That the
érucial point is indeed thne conceptual understanding of what & promise or
a permit is, seems to be confirmed by the corresponding nominalisations:
(10) Mr Heath's permit to please *himself/herself surprised Mrs Keith.
(11) Mr Heath's promise to please himself/*herself surprised Mrs Keith,

Here rermit and promise are no longer verbs, and the order of independent

' T-phrase introduction curtainly fails to associate the understood subject
with Mrs Keith in (10); nevertheless, (10)-(11) is entirely parallel to
(8)-(9) with respect to understood-subject identify and also reflexive-~

agreement.

In conclusion of this section, I would like to draw attention to &
_distinction that Partee (1975a:213 Fn.14) has emphasised in another con=-
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text, but that is highly pertinent also to the control problem:

It is necessary, though extremely difficult, to make a careful dis-
tinction between semantic properties of constructions
and semantic properties of individual 1exical
item s, For instance, in order to argue that the different seman-
tic properties of persuade and expect in Ni+infinitive constructiona
involve two different syntactic constructions, it is necessary to
show that the differences cannot be attributed simply to the differ-
ence in meaning of persuade and expect.

If it should turn out that the control problem can be successfully ap=-

proached on the basis of the meaning of individual, or groups of, lexical

items, stronger and independent evidence is required to support the cat-
egorial-syntactic distinction advocated by Partee (and also Thomason), if,
that 18 to say, such a distinction is at all necessary any longer. Within
Partee's own framework, it at least does not evidently contribute to a

solution of the semantic aspect of the control problem.

3. The Principle of Immediate Variable Binding

A brief sketch of G. Bech's (1955) early treatment of the control
problem forms a convenient transition to the assessment of Thomason's
(1974a) proposal. Like Partee, Bech (1955:31-42) observes that there may
be overt distributional reflexes of an otherwise covert, though intuitive-~
ly recogﬁised, difference, reflexivisation in the complement thus being a
kind of operational test to help expose it. Certain co-occurrence restric-
tions between (understood) subjects and predicates can be utilised simi-
larly: ‘

(12) The Queen *promised/permitted the deans to meet.
But unlike FPartoe, who exclusively deala with theso puporficial reogulsari-
ties (by memnm of convontion (5)), Bech (19%5:02<%) recognises them an
eplphenomena nnd introduces tho penuinely semantically motivated concept
of torfentnation' of the infinitive or particlple na a conditioning ractor,
Thin ortentation, 1.e. the anaphoric linking of undoratood subjects to ma-
trix or other term phrases, is to be determined by a separate set of gen-
eral ldentification or sort of coreference-assignment rules that mainly
hinge upon a characteristie feature of matrix verbs; viz., the dative or
accusgative case specification of the object governed by them.2 What is im-
portant to realise is that the neceaslty of such gemantically relevant

rules is acknowledged by Bech; as they stand, the rules themselves clearly

e ——m A
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are empirically daflclient, or have taxcoptiona', Contrary to Bech'm orien-
tation rule no. 4, for instance, dative matrix objects need not necesnnri-
ly be the term phrase understood complement subjects are referentially
orientated towards:

(13)(=2) Die Konigin versprach dem Dekan (DAT), Sardinen zu essen,
Moreover, as morphological case frames ,of verbs in German are to a consid-
erable extent idiosyncratic and unprediéthble, such rulee may still fail
to roveal a deepor somantic generaliontion that would probably alsmso be

batter suited for purponam of inter-language compnrison.

In order to achieve a similar effect as Dech's orlentation rules,
Thomason (1974n) employs the snme device that was semantiocally redundant
in Partee's analysis, viz. distinct syntactic categorisations of matrix

.verbs. Unlike. Montague and Partee, Thomason does not recognise IV=type
complements but introduces instead a syntactic category of abstract phras-
es (AB = t/e), which is involved in the construction of finite and infinite
complements alike and, optionally, also of non-complex sentences., As &
side-effect, this move resolves the indeterminacy as to whether infini-
tival complements are t-derived or not. There is & further entirely paral-
lel, though syntactically distinct, category of infinitival complements
INF (=t//e), which, as AB, is without basic elements.3 The following two
kinds of complementisers are required to form in turn abstract-phrases
from t-phrases, and INF-phrases from abstracts:

(14)a. AB/t = (t/e)/t basic elements: (thato,that1,...}
b. INF/AB = (t//e)/(t/e) basic element: {to}

Consequently, instead of the IV-taking matrix verbs of Partee (1975a),

Thomason has INF-taking but otherwise analogous ones:

(15)a. IV/INF {try,want,wish,expect,promise,ask,...3
b. TV/INF = (IV/T)/INF {permit,ask,force,expect,...}
¢. (IV/INF)/T ipromise,ask}

I have to refrain from asking with what justification Thomason is lumping

together under one category label verbs (such as expect and permit in 15b)

whose syntactic characteristics are similar only in a very superficial
gense, or how such homophonous verbs as ask in (15a,b,c) are to be related
to each other; of more immediate relevance is, firstly, the semantic char-
acterisation of sentences with infinitives. As usual, infinitival comple-

ments are taken to denote properties; promise to eat sardines, for in-

stance, translates into intensional logic, relative to construction tree

(16b), roughly as (16a), with a constant promise'’.
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(16)a. promise'(';\,x1 eat-sardines'(x1))

b. promise to1 [eat sardines],IV

promise,IV/INF to1 eat sardinesJ,INF
to,INF/AB that1 X, eats sardines],AB
that, ,AB/t"’x:Jemardines,t

Secondly, the vertinent syntactic rules. The subject-predicate rule
F3 handles reflexivisation (clause 2) but may also involve variable-
binding of a particuler kind (clause 3):

(17) F3(€ d =ay, where Yy is the result of ...
2) if a has the form X., replacing each occurrence of x. not
preceded by any occ ence of to by occurrences of stelf'
3) if € contains a part having the form to. [6], replacing this
by to O, where 8 is the result of replacing each occurrence
of X, in O by him if a is John or Bill, or by her if a is
MEry or Jane, or by x., if a is x_, provided there are no

occurrences of Ej in (if there“are, the function is un-
defined),

F4 combines transitive verbs with their objects and accomplishes pronomi-
nalisation in an analogous manner:u
(18) F (ga) = € 4285, where €, is the leftmost word in € and €, is the

result of replacing each occurrence of to [6] in the remain-
der of & by to®, where § is ... (as in clauqe 3 of P )

Notice the potentially transformational nature of F4 if the TV is complex,
the direct object is inserted between the main verb, which happens to be
the leftmost constituenf, and the rest of the phrase. Observe, furthermore,
that Thomason's rules of infinitive formation need to be constrained sSyn-
tactically. As they stand, and even if they are supplemented by & mecha-
nism that allows to identify such syntactic functions as subject and ob-
Ject in the first placo,S thore i3 no way to prevent the deletion (and ab-
ntraction) of complament objecta (with resulta )like 191) nnd to ensure that
exclunive referonco in mnde to derived complement subjects (or nominatives,
in German), as in (19b),

(19)u.*ir [lonth oxpects to Mrn Keith please.
b. Mr Heanth expects to be pleasod by Mrs Keith.

To be sure, there hag to be some rule that similarly affects complement
objoctn (e¢f. Loasmik & Mengo 1974): oA
(20) Somo snardines are delicioun/ready/a paln in the ass to eat,

but this is governed by a limited number of matrix predicates and also seems

to be contingent upon the prior removal of complement subjects.
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In logtlonl annlyneoa of natueal langunpe, (pome) annphorlc pearmonal
Mronouna nra concatvaed nn onsontinlly playing thoe r8le of bound varlablenm;
on the condition of variable-identity, the rules of quantification and
substitution are to introduce the appropriate surface pronominal forms.
Now, Thomason also wants to posit a relation of genuine coreference between
matrix T-phrases and understood complement subjectafsnowever, when F3 com-~
binea n matrix subject T, or F4 a matrix 6bject T, with a derived IV or TV
contnining an TNI' complemont, thore no longer occurs a suitablo froe vari-
able within that 1V or TV after infinitive formation hag syntactically de-
leted the complement subject varismble, which was already bound, in inten-
sional logic, by the abstraction operator. Although the deleted varinble
can, therefore, not surface as a pronoun, T-introduction by means of FJ or
F4 nevertheless is, according to Thomason (1974a:722), of semantic signifi-

ance. In contradistinction to Partee's (1975a:266) denial of the semantic
need of superficial variable-identifiability, principle (21) is intended
to determine the identity, i.e. coreferential linkage, of superficially
missing complement subjects and, I take it, of anaphoric pronouns in gen-
eral:

(21) Whenever a rule combines an independent T-phrase with a phrase con-
taining an abstracted variable, this variable must immediately be

bound by this T.
Taking (21) at its face value, the syntactic categorisation of such verbs

as promise and permit that was given in (15) obviously guarantees the in-
tended 'binding'. However, the concept of variable-binding that Thomason
is appealing to in (21) is by no means self-evident. As was already pointed

out, F3 and F4 no lorger encounter free variables, syntactically as well as

’ema.ntically. Consider another case of understood-subject idéntification,

IV-conjunction as in (22a), with an intensional-logic translation of the
IV as in (22b):

(22)a. Fawkes walks and talks. b.},x1 [walk'(x1) & talk'(x1)]
The two occurrences of the free variable are bound by one abstraction oper~
ator; and upon T-introduction, lambda-conversion is applicable with respect
to both occurrences of the abstracted variable. The subject variable of t-
phrases underlying INF-complements, however, is immediately bound by an ab-
straction operator, according to Thomason's rules, and the matrix verb is
not within the scope of this same variable-binding operator (cf. 16a),
There is thus no representation like (23), with two occurrences of a free
variable within the same scope:

(23) A x, promise’ (&;, "eat-sardines’ (x,))
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The claim that (21) seems to make is that no matter how deeply embedded 4n
whatever context an sbstract expression is, az soon a=a an independent T-
phrase, which may itgelf be a free variable to be bound later by some quan-
tifier, combines with the AB-containing phrase, this T serves as antecedent
of the respective absgtracted (i.e. already A -bound) variable. Uncertainties
of how to bind bound variables may be responsible for the fact that it re-
mains doubtful, in semantic terms of rules of inference, how exactly Thom-
ason's account can establish, let alone explicate, the informally postulated
"semantic connection" between sentences like (24a) and (24b);

(24)a, The Queen promises to eat sardines.
b. The Queen eats sardines,

at least the proposition that the Queen eats sardines is not analysable as

& proper constituent part of the assertion (24a),

Be the technicalities of coreference assignment as they may, the ana-
phoric linking of personal pronouns certainly cannot in general be deter-
mined along the lines of (21). We need only consider finite complements in-
stead of infinitives ¢of the verbs in (15): The matrix subject, the first T
to be combined (by F3) with an AB-containing IV-phrase, does not have to be
coreferential with the complement subject, if the latter is overtly present
as a pronoun (cf. 25a), although sometimes it actually has to, on account
of conceptual-semantiq characteristics of such verbs as try (cf. 25b),

(25)a. The Queen proyised/expected/wanted that he eats sardines.
b. The Queen tried how far she/*he could jump.

(21) thus does not sufficiently differentiate between pronominal and refer-
entially less versatile null anaphors (as in 24a). Secondly, like Partee's
Starred-Variable Convention, it is &lso relying on T-phrases with overt
syntactic manifestation, as is evidenced by the dual syntactic categorisa-
tion of much varhm as promimo; hence it becomes liable to analogous crit-
lefnm: Tn complex nontancen 1like (77) above, the matrix subject does not
'bind!' the undermtood gomplement subject although it Is the first and only
T overtly nQajlnble. furthermore, in subjective infinitives as in (26),
(26) To please Mr Heath is easy (fdr‘someone/for Mrs Keith),.
there may be no manifest T-phrases outside the infinitive at all; neverthe-
less, the understood infinitival subjscgrhas to be interpreted as corefer-
ential with an overt or underatood (as a kind of generic term) matrix
'dutivo'.7

Juch technionl and empiriecal consnldorationa of tha relationship be-

e i
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tween variablo=binding and coreference are far from being only minor quib-
bles; and yvet there are more fundamontal quanmtions to be vnimed, And thene
concern the status of the two assumptions at the vary heart of Thomason'sm

tuolution' of the control problem: the principle of immediate variable
hinding (21), on tho one hand, and the matrix-verb categorinationn (1Y),
on the other, FPirstly, what are the argnments in support of the cateyory
assirnments (15), especially (15b,c)? Thgmason offors thres, two of which

supposadly constitute favourable evidence indopendent of principle (21).

In addition to the categories in (15b,c) one could imagine a third,
non-binary but simultaneoun modo of combining T and INI with a mntrix verbd,
which would then have to be of category 1IV/T,INF, Such different verb cat-
egories make different claims about the syntactic connection or coherence
of the constituent subexpressions of derived IV-phrases. Thomason now in=
vokes "semantic intuitions" demanding categorisations of promise and permit
as in (15), upon which category assignments the grammar automatically de-

cides that promise the dean is a coherent phrase of the same category as

try, and that permit the dean, unlike permit to eat sardines, is no coher-

ent phrase, etc. But what, one must ask, is the empirical basis of such
intuitions compatible with precisely these judgments about phrase-coherence?
I suspect that there is none and that, therefore, Thomason's first argument
rests entirely upon convenient fictions. Despite much formal work on cate-
gorial grammar, the objective empirical correlates of the central notion
of syntactic-semantic coherence are anything but well understood, as is

the relationship between coherence and the notion of syntactic constituen-
cy. The criteria or operational tests commonly utilised in determining
(immediate) constituent structures certainly are not indicative of & struc~
tural difference between permit- and promise-type constructions. Surface
linear order, for instance, suggests a perfect parallelism; there is no ev-

idence for an obligatory reordering of the 'object' of permit to eat sar-

dines, for a discontinuity of only this but not the promise-construction.

And in case languages (such as German), it is the basic matrix verbs alone,
rather than complex 'transitive verbs' consisting of a matrix verb and INF,
that govern the case-selection of their objects., If, on the other hand, de-
finitions of phrasehood in terms of coherence are to be based on the axiom
of syntactic-semantic parallelism, irrespective of syntactic constituency

indicators, it has yet to be shown that in the complement constructions un-

der discussion distinct categorial structures are necessitated by semantic
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facts one could have "semantic intuitions" about. As far as I can see, or
intuit, however, it is not at all implausible to interpret the relations

of permitting and promising with respect to their arguments in a parallel

manner,

On the assumption that only sentences with transitive verbs are pas-
sivisable, the ungrammaticality of (27) and the grammaticality of (28) ale
low the inference, Thomason maintains, that the category TV only figures
in the active counterpart of (27), which is exactly what (15) is claiming.

(27)*The dean was promised (by the ueen) to eat sardines.
(28) The dean was permitted (by the Queen) to eat sardines.

Even if we pretend that the definition of transitivity and the statement

of passivisation are essentially trivial matters, this argument surely does

not carry much weight either. For not only do some bona fide transitive .
verbs not passivise (cf. 29a), there also are non-TV-phrases that neverthe-

less do have passives:8 IV/AB-verbs (29b); verbs with gerundive complements
(29¢); occasionally IV/INF-verbs (29d,e), which could suggest that infinite
complements are more term-like than Thomason would have it; and, in lan-

guages like Latin or German, even basic IV-phrases (29f, 'impersonal' pas-

sive).

(29)a.*The Queen was resembled/married by the dean.
b. That the Queen eats beans has been denied by the dean.
c. Eating beans had been recommended/advocated by the dean.
d. To be able to.come was hoped by everybody wishing to please Heath.,
e. How to eat beans in Sardinia was also explained by the handbook.
f. Wurde getanzt/gekdmpft? 'Was there dancing/fighting?

Furthermore, consider the verb promige that co-occurs with two nominal ob-
jects (cf. 30). According to Thomason (1976), promise two sardines is con=- .
nex and of category IV/T, with an indirect-object rule inserting a further

T botwoeon verb and diroct objact.

(30)a. The Queen prominsd tho denn two aardinen,
b. The dean wna promlised two sardines (by the Queen).
c. Two snrdines ware promlised the dean (by the Queoen).

Thoro are two wnysm to pasniviase (30a); but it at any rate appears reansona-
ble, pace Thomason (1974a; 1976), to'regard the syntactic relationship be-
twoan promise and the indirect object the dean as entirely parallel, irre-
spuctive of whether the other conmtifﬁqht part of the IV 1s an INK-comple-
mont or a direct object T. But 1f all thig conclusively demonstrates, an I
think 1t does, that the ungrammaticality of (27) cannot be blamed on the :
lack of an active TV, and that, therefore, passivisation provides no ra- }

tionale for distinguishing permit and promise categorially as in (15), then
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why 1is (27) ungrammatical or at loaat, according to some speakers, worae

than (28)7? This question will be taken up agaein briefly in §4 and, in more
detail, in Plank (1976).

Thomason's third srgument for the categorisntions (15b,0), which mi-
multansously is his firat argumont for ‘the principle (21), is of the 'it-
works' type: Given (15b,c) and (21), the control problem as exemplified in
(1)=(2) can be solved, at leart as far as observational adequacy is con-
cerned. If there are no independent arguments to support the empirically
clearly independent hypotheses about categorial atructure (15) and about
variable=-binding (21) individually, thome hypothenen at leant support each
other. Obviously, this line of reasoning is as circular as the 'solution’

.is arbitrary. With equally good justification one could immediately pro-
pose an alternative 'solution', by replacing (21) by an equally general
principle (21') and adjusting the matrix-verb categorisations accordingly.

(21') Abstracted veriables are bound by the last independent T AB-
phrases are combined with.

However, there is no need to throw up the sponge yet; according to Thomason,
there actually is independent evidence favouring (21) over (21') or some
altogether different mechanism: (21) effectively is an analogue of Rosen-
baum's MDP. This correspondence could count as an argument for the categor-
isations (15) only if two preconditions are met: Thomason's principle is a
genuine analogue of Rosenbaum's; and secondly, the central common notion of
closeness is the true determiner of control or coreference in complement

subject deletion. On both counts, this last argument for Thomason's 'solu-

.tion' fails.

In Rosenbaum's framework, there is & single general transformation of
complement subject deletion that does not mention any specific matrix NP;
the allegedly rule-independent MDP then determines precisely which matrix
NP of two or more potential candidates 1s in & position to control the iden=-
tity deletion: the one that is closest to the complement subject, distance
being defined in terms of the number of brenches connecting the two nodes
of the constituent structure tree. In order to qualify as a genuine analogue

of the MDP, with respect to the crucial notion of closeness, the particular

distance metric utilised will have to mirror, or be reducible to, constitu-
ent structures defined in terms of the relations of dominance and preced-
ence, Consider, for & moment, Stockwell et al's (1968:557-60,579) elterna-
tive to the MDP that does not draw on closeness but maintains that if the
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matrix clause contains & (Fillmorean) dative and an agent, the dative is
the controller (or antecedent). Ascribing erasure priority to datives, how-
ever, turns out to be equivalent to the MDP: Unless the matrix clause is
passivised, datives always end up as objects and hence are closer to the
complement subject than the agentive matrix subject, in terms of constitue
ency. 2 Thomason, on the other hand, explicitly draws on a concept of close-
ness in the first place, but defines it in terms of construction (or analy-
sis) trees. Syntactic construction trees in Montague grammar do not repre-
sent constituent structures but are designed to display, for example, the
relative mcopes of quantifier phrases and, which apparently is a rather
Tlexible requirement, to allow for parallel syntactic and semantic pro-
cessing. As Partee (1975a:258-60) suggests, syntactic constituency struc-
ture can be superimposed at least on some strings constructed by means of
context-free rules; which, however, is not tantamount to postulating that
successive steps of constructing complex expressions inherently correspond
to or model traditional syntactic constituency relations. Since constituent-
structural closeness, therefore, need not necessarily be incompatible with
constructional lateness, it is difficult to see why (21), rather than some
late- or intermediate-variable-binding principle, could ley exclusive claim
to the status of being an analogue of the transformational MDP. Neither of
them is; if either (21) or (21') happen to produce, no matter how, the same
net results as the MDP, it is by accident and not by necessity. Which en-
tails that erguments pro and con the MDP need not at the same time be argu-
ments pro and con Thomason's proposals. I skip the extremely few and uncon-

vincing arguments for the MDP,10 and briefly explore what bearing the coun-
terevidence against the MDP has upon a sclution of the control problem that

is founded upon the order of introduction of variable~binding T-phrases,

As a matter of fact, promise and that Ahsle that shows up in sentences
Like (31) aro excaoptiona to the MDP: At the point deletion im to apply, the
matrix ohject in the NI’ e¢lonant Lo Lho complomoent aubject,
(31) Yawkean aatkod llawks when to talk,

There 1in no oevidonce whatever for udoptﬁng different constituent structures
for amentences like (1) and (2), which w@u}d enable the MDP to work proprrly
for (1) as well ns (2); which again emphagines the non-equivalence of Rosene
baum's end Thomason's molutions. The conclusion that Thomnaon'a approach is

nuporior on thin count, ia, howover, fallecloun. The dencriptive and explan-

ntory tank at hand appnrantly 1a Lo determine the memborahilp of lexloal 1-
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toms of matrix verbhs in one of two complementary clanans, Aanipgning them
individuslly to different syntactic cakegories is Just as arbitrary as in-
dividually marking some of them as texceptions', as long as we fail to rec-
ognise any generalisation that would allow us to predict which items belong
to which class,. The lexical semantico ;f complement-taking verba would seom
to be an obvious oandidate on which te bnse such a generalipation. NMeaning
features consistently distingulshing é&émit~ and promise-type verbs could,
obviourly, nerve to dofine two memantically nntural clasnes, onn prosuma-

bly larger (pormit) and one amaller (promine), but nomn syntactically or
lexically oxceptional with rompect to the control problem.l1 Al Jmer's
(1972:100) hypothenis to make delotion control contingent upon which ma=
trix T-phrane designates the individual under an obligntion to do mometihing
(the subject with promise, the object with force etc.), i8 a step, albeit,

in my opinion, not a fully successful one, in this explanatory direction.12

The MDP implies that missing complement subjects are always understood
as having one and only one controller (antecedent), unless two or more po-
tential controller NPs in a superordinate clause are equidistant. This u-
niqueness assumption has already been challenged by Postal (1970:470), whose
counterexamples are claimed to be three ways ambiguous (cf. the variants of
32) although there clearly is only one matrix NP that is closest to the
deleted complement subject.

(32) The Queen talked to the dean about # eating sardines.
#=(a) his, (b) her, (c) their

While (33) is not ambiguous, there is, as in (32¢), no single controlling T.
(33) Hawks agreed with Fawkes to meet on lMonday morning.
On the plausible assumption that in Thomason's fragment or an extension
thereof, subjectless infinitival and gerundial complements are not handled
entirely differently with respect to abstraction, such coreferential ambi-
guities and cases of dual control, on the other hand, do not apriori vio-
late the uniqueness assumption that is likewise implicit in (21), or, for
that matter, in (21'). A seemingly arbitrary, though technically feasible

way out would be to assign talk (about) to three different categories, viz.

to (15b), (15¢), and, to get the reading (32c), to one that allows the si=-
multaneous combination of matrix subject and object with the AB-containing

verb phrase talk about eating sardines. Examples like (32) and (33) can,

thus, never falsify Thomason's principle (21), or the alternative (21'), as
long as there is no way to prevent ad hoc category assignments and to cur-

tail the proliferation of synonymous and homophonous lexical items only
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differing from each other with respect to category membership. Even if the

range of construction types is extended so as to include potential control-
ler T-phrases that are not in the one clause immediately containing the com-
plement, such ambiguities as in (34) can in principle be accommodated by |
such an excessively powerful framework, albeit at the expense of having to
countenance two matrix verbs disturb in two different syntactic categories.

(34) The Queen said that making & fool of (&) herself/(b) himself in w
public disturbed the King. :!
Further categorial machinery appears to be required in order to exclude one i
|

of the readings of (34) in case the JINF-complement is extraposed:13

(35) The Queen said that it disturbed the King to make a fool of
*herself/himself in public.

I suspect that even the additional readings of (32) and (34), viz.
(32)d, @=someone's (34)c, oneself

which involve nonspecific or generic complement subjects without any overt ‘ 1

controller (antecedent), could eventually be accommodated as follows: This /

time, matrix-verb categories determine that no independent T can bind the 4

abstracted variable; it either remains unbound, which is taken to induce a f

nonspecific interpretation, or it is bound by an appropriately defined ge- E

neric quantifier, itself without overt manifestation.

What is wrong with such a 'solution' of the control problem is that it
is always right, or at least infinitely adjustable to whatever new identity-
reglation is discovered;'in other words, it is no empirical hypothesis about
the grammar of English complementationnghe argument that leads to this con- ;
clusion might look like a travesty of Thomason's (1974a) and also Partee's ;
(19752) own intentions; yet it only exploits their own circular, arbitrary .
and non-empirical basic assumptions: T. inciple (21) cannot be tested against j

empirical data or its purported model, the MDP, independently of the syntac=-

tic categorlisntions of matrix verbs; these, in turn, are not independently
juntifiable or f(alpsifiable. lowever, if one wnnts to adopt tho view that

the relevant purtn of the cntoporinl atrucinre olf complox aentancea have to
mirrer syntnctic constituoncy relationa, the optlon of arblitrarily multi-
plying lexical ontries and ayntaclio CAhOROPiOﬂ i precluded. Simultaneous-
ly, (21) collapnes, due to the uniqueness assumption behind 1t, in the light
of the above data, just as the MDP did.li“do not pursue the issues of how

to amend the Montague-grammar framework by introducing the host of other i-
dontity and non-identity deletionn that are thought to be necessnry in trana-

formntional grammar to account lor all subjectleops complements;: inatead I




R Ty | ey y - sisnlseasith

210

wint to andduce omome evidence from siructurally less involved knglish and
German INP-complements corrotiorating the fundamental invalidity of a solu-

tion that is based on structiural distance and takes for granted discrete

matrix-verb classes (promise-~ vs, Qermit-type).

- .

4. Misunderstandings, Aubiguities, and How to Avoid Them

nnk Am an inconnimtont excoption te the MDP; according to Thomamon
(1974a), there are three verba ank in three difforent syntactic categories
(ef. 15a~c). Thim 10 to account for the different identity relations in
(36a,b), but in fact bringm about a curious paradox.

' (36)a. Hawks asked Fawkes when to talk.
b. Hawks asked Fawkes to talk,

For how does one understand, i.e. identify the different understood subjects
of, (36a) end (36b)? By choosing the appropriate lexical entry in the appro-
priate category (or with the hppropriate exception feature)., But which is
the appropriate one? Syntactiitally, both ask's fit into the environments of
both (36a) and (36b); and frofm the superficial linear arrangement of INF-
complement and T-object alone, the different orders of their categorial com-
bination cannot be ascertainel. To choose the right ask, & prior understand-
ing of the identity relations holding between matrix and complement terms
is required. But this means that we already have to have understood (36a,b)
in ordexr to find out the factors that are supposed to determine our under-
standing. However, this argumént could seem to be faulty; the two ask's of
'36a,b) apparently meun something different: (36a) reports a question, (36b)
a request, Knowledge of the léixical meaning of the respective matrix verbs
would then have to help us undlerstand (36a,b) by way of determining the se-
lection of the appropriate verbal category. In the absence of such a meaning
difference, multiple category membership of matrix verbs, as advocated by
Thomason, obviously entails tllat, from a surface-interpretative point of
view, there is no non-circulax’ way of properly disambiguating such complex

sentences in order to arrive &t their intended interpretations.

The matrix wverd beg is a case in point. It combines with an object and

an INF, and, in (37), clearly patterns like permit and unlike promise,

(37)a. Hawks begged Fawkes to invite Mr Heath.
b. Fawkes was begged (by Hawks) to invite NMr Heath,

However, given an underlying representation like (38a), upon passivisation

R R . e e
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of the complement, the derived complement subject is no longer coreferentisl

with the matrix object, which does not preclude its deletion.

(38)a. Hawks begged Fawkes [Fawkes invite Hawks ]
b, [lawks begged Fawkes to be invited.

In (38b), and in similar constructions in English as well as in German (ef.
39), beg now behaves like a member of the promise-class although there is
no difference obgervable between the lexical meanings of the two beg's.,

(39)a. Hawks begged Fawkes to be allowed to talk,
b. Hawks bat/bettelte Fawkes, eingeladen zu werden. (=38b)
c¢. Hawks bat Fawkes, reden zu diirfen. (=39a, with modal verb instead
' of passive)

Interestingly, passivisation of the matrix clause yields results as deviant
as with rromise:

(40)a.*Pawkes was begged (by Hawks) to be invited/to be allowed to talk,
b, Fawkes wurde (von Hawks) gebeten, eingeladen zu werden/reden zu
qlUrfen,

If two djfferent verbs beg are postulated, in accordance with Thomason's
general strategy, we find ourselves in the paradoxical situation described above.
That the jdentity of the missing subjects of (37)-(39) is, nevertheless, not mis-
understoad suggests that it is not the matrix verb alone (certainly not its
syntactic category); but its interplay with the structure of the complement
that determines the solution of the control problem. With & single verb beg
in a single syntactic category, we, on the other hand, commit ourselves to
accept the existence of verbs that are inherently neutral with respect to
control, and, consequently, face the empirical problem to determine which
verbs under which conditions group with the complementary promise- and per-
mit-classes, in case they are not inherently members of either of these

classes., Such verbs as pray, ask, urge, force, for instance, also seem to

awitch control obligatorily relative to the voice of the complement:

(41) Tho dean asked/prayed/urped/forced the Queen to be allowed (by her)
to pleans himself/*heraelf,

It is not nltorethar cloar whethar nuch verbn am requlre, poraundo, tell

nnd even poermil are nlmo inherontly neuatral, aince phsnivising their TNP-
complonenta often ylelds semantically odd results in the first place, How=
ever, there ia a crucial difference in so far as the factors involved in
determining deletion control (i.e. understood~subject identification) do
not neem to achieve complate uvoidnncofoﬁ‘rofernntiul ambiguity in the case
of such vmrbs aa permit or persunde in (42), whereas they clearly do sowith
bopg atao., In (38)=-(41).

(42) The Quean permittad/pearaundod the denn to be invited (by her/him).

That misaing subjects are indeed misunderstandable, i.e, not uniquely iden=-

=




PR T R | e

212

t1fiable, would seom to contradict the apirit, if not the letter, of the
‘mpolutionn' of the control problom discusmed in this paopoer; after all, their
avowsd aim was to develop & special mechaninm assuring unique, and uniquely
recovernble, control relations no matter what is the syntactic and semantic
environment of the deletions. This overall uniqueness assumption having been
shown to be counterfactual, it might not be altogether ill-advised to take
an opposite view and adopt, as a point of'departure, a general ambiguity
aspumption (c¢f, nloo Tontal 1970:470) c]nimjng that within the 1limite of
langungo-npoci fic uviructural deletion conntraints (cf. fn,1) any corefor-
ential T is & potontial controller, &nd that indopendently available factors
(mich an ganaral pronominnlisentlon conmtrainto; cf. again Fontnl 1970) une-

dor certain conditions single out one of the candidatos ams unlque control-
.lex‘.

This attitude may have an additional advantage. Although both Thomason
and Rosenbaum were only concerned with English, the nature of their princie-
ples is such as to suggest universal rather then language-particular valid-
ity. Now suppose in comparing corresponding complex sentences of two dif-
ferent languages, we are able to ascertain that these sentence pairs do not
differ as to categorial structure and structural difference between the rel-
evant matrix and complement T-phrases. Both the MDP and Immediate Variable
Binding no doubt entail that in this situation identical control relations
held in the two languages. lLet me give you only one case in point. German
does not differ from English at all as far as the neutral but unambiguous
beg-type verbs and the ambiguous permit-type verbs are concerned; and the

.Germa.n equivalents of (1)-(2) also constitute a minimal pair. There emerges

a difference, however, as soon as the complements of versprechen 'promise’

are passivised or supplemented by certain modal verbs,

(43) Die Kénigin versprach dem Dekan, (a) eingeladen zu werden/(b) (vom
Konig) finanziell unterstiitzt zu werden/ (c) Bohnen essen zu diirfen,

All these sentences are ambiguous as to deletion control whereas in their
English counterparts (44), even if these are not judged perfectly well-
formed, the matrix subject is unambiguously identified as controller, Jjust

as in (1).

(44) The Queen promised the dean (a) to be invited/(b) to be financially
supported (by the King)/(c) to be allowed to eat beans.

Here & universal unique-control principle is, evidently, at e loss while the
ambiguity and ambiguity-reduction assumption does not a priori preclude the

possibility that different semantic and syntactic factors avoid potential
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referential ambiguities to a different degree in different languages. With-
out being able to enlarge on this topic here, I suggest that in German,
there does not even exist a class of strict promise-type matrix verbs; such

items as versprechen, anbieten 'offer', versichern 'assure', geloben 'vow'

all seem to be inherently neutral, Mostly it is the context of use, rather
than the structure of the INF-complement, that occasionally succeeds in

disambiguating the identity relations of understood complement subjects,

So far the syntectic structure of the matrix clause has not seemed to
play a r8le in determining or disambiguating control relations. In suggest-
ing that 1it, neverthelgss, is a relevant parameter, I sketch a speculative
_explanation of the deviance of (27) and (40).

(27) *The dean was promised (by the Queen) to eat sardines.
(40)a*rawkes was begged (by Hawks) to be invited/to be allowed to talk,

Thomason's (1974a) account in terms of transitivity has already been shown

to be highly implausible. In fact, I do not think (27) and (40) are syntac=
tically deviant at all, but rather involve a T-phrase configuration incom-
patible with a resolution of the control problem in English. In (27) and
(40), after passivisation of the matrix clause, the original controller ends
up as an agentive by-phrase; and one could hypothesise that such non-oblig-
atory phrases no longer qualify as potential conirollers in English. Attempts
to 1link anaphorically the missing complement subject with the derived metrix
subject instead, fail for conceptual-semantic reasons. As more explicit rep-

resentations indicate, matrix verbs like beg and promise do not impose an

obligatory coreference requirement upon the underlined matrix and complement
terms:

(45)a. The dean was promised (by the Quecn)[the Queen/Jones/..eat sardines ]
b. Fawken wan bogeed (by Hawks)| llvwks/Jonaa/llawkes be invited]

1f, thorofore, tho mntrix by-phrane ia not ovortly munifonf, no cluo remains

o Lhe Jdontity of the complemont tubject. At leant ng for an INP-ocomplamants
wro concarned, knplish apparently tenda to avold such indetarminsclon, which
can ba domonatrated, again in comparison with the lesa reatrictive atate of

alfairs in German (where the counterparts of (27) and (40) are fully gram-
matical), to be an even more general ﬁhenomenon. Notice, for example, that,
parhaps with the exception of gsay (cf;ffp), English permit-type verbs do

not allow the dnletion or non-npecification of matrix objects whereas Gorman
doan 00 quite freoly:

(46)n.%The Quoon pormitted/allowod/urpod/udvined to eat boana,
b, Die Kinigin srlaubte/lic zu/dringte/riet, Bohnen zu easnen.




Perhaps the constraint araingst passivising matrix verbsa yoverning only an
INF-complement but no nominal object, Is another exemplification of thin

goneraliantion:

(47)a.2To eoat beans was begun/promised (by the Queen).
b. Von der Kiénigin wurde angefongon/voraprochen, Bohnen zu osaon.

In (A6n) nnd in (4'7n), the matrix object nlono nnd, repnpoctively, the matrix
agent nlone could holp rocover the identity of the minsing complement mube
joctn. 1t goen without nnying thal thins can only be & highly tentative ac-
count of aome phenomena that hithorto apparently hoave dolfled nll explana-

tory attempts, esunpeclally those that purport to have nolved the contirol

problem,

Footnotes

h Basically, this analysis of infinitive and gerund phrases as natural lan=-
guage manifestations of abstract expressions can already be found in Monta-
gue (1974b:161). Since, following Montague, infinitives &nd gerunds are com-
monly treated in a uniform manner, &t least with respect to their semantics,
I feel justified in occasionally using gerundial examples in my evaluation
of Partee's and Thomason's proposals. Nevertheless, Tavakolian (1973) has
pointed out important syntactic differencss that will eventually have to be
incorporated into Montague grammar: In English, infinitival complement sub-
Jjects are only deletable if they are both commanded and precedod by an ante-
cedent in an immediately dominating clause, whereas gerundiael. subjects are
already deletable if an antecedent either precedes or commands them.

2 The identity of the complement verb (cf., §4) and its infinitival or par-
ticipial form ('Status') may also play a minor ré8le.

.3 The categorial structure of infinitive coumplements is discussel in some
detail in Plank (197%
4 The sutscript indices of complementisers in (16)-(18) are, I think, super-
fluous; they themselves can certainly not provide & means of tracing the
identity of deleted variables.

5 .
“ The imposition ol constituent structurcs upon construction trees, along
the lines of Partee {(1975a), could serve this purpose.

g Partec (1975b) has shown that complement subject deletion is based on va-
riable identity and is no case of deletion of laziness,

7 Tr fact, such 2 controlling matrix dative may not even be syntactically
reccnstrictible, as in Partee's (1975%:30) examplc It's against the law
to eat beans with a spoon, There nevertheless is a necessary relationship
of coreference betwesn law-offenders and tean-with-a-spoon-eaters.

& Thomason's fragment in fact does not contain all the relevant verbs; but
the categorisations assumed here do not, I think, contradict the spirit of
his categorial set-up. -~ Note also that according to Thomason's surface-
oriented categorisations, such ('Raising') verbs as want, wish, let, con-
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template would also belong to category (15b); but they do not passivise:
*The dean was wanted/wished/let to eat beans, *He can't be contemplated
eating beans,

7 Grosu (1971:14) claims that the LDP and Stockwell et al's principle of
erasure priority are notational variants. This characterisation. , however,
does not seem to be altogether appropriate, since there at least is a pos-~
8ibility of them meking different empirical claims; for instance, if the
matrix clause is pasgsivised,

10 As Jackendoff (1972) has observed, only switches of control relative to
the presence or absence of a matrix object could be interpreted as demand-
ing something like the MDP: Hawks wanted Fawkes to talk vs., Hawks wanted to
talk, Hawks kept Fawkes talking vs. Hawks kept talking, For all other verb
types, intuitively simpler solutions are available; e,g. verb-specifications
requiring obligatory subject-control (promige) or object-control (permit),
(But confer §4.)

Some dialects of English, nevertheless, tend to regard promise as excep-
tional, in so far as an INF-complement is only acceptable if promise is not
accompanied by an additional nominal object; otherwise, the INF has to be
replaced by a finite that-complement., Other verbs patterning like promise
with respect to control require prepositional objects (offer to, vow to,

ee_with), but with them, there are no such dialectal constraints upon
the use of INF-complements.,

e Jackendoff's (1972:178~228) solution also is, in a way, semantically
based; but when it comes to distinguishing promise and permit, it turns

out that these verbs are identical with respect to their thematic relations,
Consequently, control has to be assigned as arbitrarily as in Thomason's

and Rosenbaum's frameworks,

13 For contrasting explanations, c¢f. Grinder (1970) and Tavakolian (1973).

14 Notice, however, that this solution cannot be adjusted so as to adequately
accommodate certain subjectless non-complement constructions, whatever cat-
egorial structure one might have in mind. Consider the phenomenon of 'dan-
gling' adverbial infinitives and participles: To play golf well, your feet
must be in the proper position, Lookingz out for a theme, several crossed Ot-
to's mind, Even if the abstracted variables of the infinitival and particip=-
ial phrases are picked up by the main clause subject or object, this does

not yield the appropriate readings, since the understood subjects are un-
ambiguously identified with constituent parts of these T-phrascs, viz., the
pogsessive pronoun or genitive,
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