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MARTIN HASPELMATH

Functional categories, X-bar theory, and grammaticalization
theory

Summary

The paper reviews a number ol parallels between grammaticalization theory and Chomskyan
syntax that are not apparent because of the radically different ways of talking in these two research
traditions. First, the recently rediscovered *functional categories” evidently correspond 1o highly
grammaticalized elements. Second, neither functional categories nor highly  grammaticalized
clements are restricted to either word or affix status, Third, several functional categories have head
status both from the point of view of Chomskyan syntax and from the point of view of grammati-
calization theory. However, these paratlels break down when determiners are considered, and the
treatment of head and dependent marking is also different in both approaches. The reason seems 1o
be that Chomskyan syntax primarily aims at formal clegance and therefore sometimes makes
arbitrary choices which are overgencralized.

L. Grammaticalization theory and Chomskyan syntax

As is well known, the theoretical discussion of phenomena of grammaticalization
and their significance for grammatical theory has mainly taken place among functionally
oriented linguists (sce, c.g., LEHMANN 1982, HEINE of al. 1991, TRAUGOTT & Horrer
1993). The currently dominant school of grammatical theory, the Chomskyan school, has
hardly taken notice of this discussion. This is not only due to external sociological fac-
tors, but is clearly motivated by the ingredients of grammaticalization theory: Phenomena
such as gradual grammatical change and variation within the granumatical system are
generally idealized away in Chomskyan linguistics, and such fundamental theoretical
notions as scales and prototypical categories are not generally accepted — in this respect.
Chomskyan linguistics has remained faithful to its structuralist heritage.

Thus, it is no accident that insights of grammaticalization research have not heen
exploited in generative grammar, and it would evidently be too optimistic to expect this
for the foresecable future. This does not, however, mean that Chomskyan grammar and
grammaticalization theory are totally irrelevant for cach other. Even though it is very dif-
Ficult to directly transfer insights into another theory, T maintain that it is nevertheless
useful to compare different approaches where they deal with the same phenomena. be-
cause they allow us to see these approaches in a new light,

Unfortunately, the following discussion will have to remain at a rather abstract level,
and no new data will be cited. This is unavoidable because at more concrete levels, cross-
theoretical comparison is even more difficult.
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2. “Funclional categories™

One topic where cross-theoretical comparison promises to he i!llL‘I'USliljig 15 l.hc cnu:l;;ulxi
hetween functional categories and lexical categories that has played an 1|.nbpn.rl:ml role 1[1
recent Chomskyan syntax. Functional categories are cllcmcnis Su.L‘h as illl,‘(l||:'ll'|{.3ls. :lrt:c_lti.si
conjunctions. as well as various other grammatical items, wl‘ncll contrast with IF:X{ dk
word classes such as nouns, verbs and adjectives. This distinctions apparently goes h<ll(,.
to FUkUl & SrEas (1986) and Apney (1987) and has since hccpnw .sl:mdnrd: /\!tl\nl\;
explicitly identifies the dichotomy of functional vs. JCXICE[] categories with “EC ‘ll‘l({l:‘l(l)mll‘
distinction of function words vs. content words, which has been k'nown by various labels
to many grammatical traditions. (1) lists a number of such term pairs.
content word (traditional)

(Chomskyan syntax)
(Russian grammar)

(1) function word
functional category lexical category
sluzebnye slova cnamenatel nye slova
(*service words’) (*meaning-bearing words’)

mors-outils mots lexicany {French gr:lmmurl .
empty” words Hull™ words (trad. Chinese granmumar)
. . i v A TN K 3

Synsematikum Autosemantikum (e.g. [SACENKO 1908)

grnm lexical item (e.g. Byrre & Dannr 1989)

O1 course. this distinetion is also of central importance for gl'illlllll{lll(:illI{(ll'l(lll lhcm'_\_'i_
Here one would say that that “functional categories™ are elements with a high l.|ij:2I_l.l_ o
grammaticalization. ABNIY (19871 04-65) lists five properties that are characteristic for
functional cateeories. shown in (2). (See also the discussion of functional categories i
Ovnarr A 1991: 9419
(2 ABNEY 'S (19872 64-65) list of propertices of functional clements

% taig S T il Y
I. Functional clements constitute closed lexical classes. (¢ft 3.2)

3 Functional elements are generally phonologically and morphologically dependent.
They are sencrally stressless. often clities or alfixes. and sometimes even phonolo-
aically null, ¢ef. 3.1, 3.5)

3. Functional elements permit only one complement, which is in general not an argu-
ment. (¢l 3.3, 3.1) ‘ .

4. Functional clements are usually inseparable from their complement. (¢f. 3.6, 3.5)

5. Functional categories lack “deseriptive content™. (cf. 3.1)

Al these properties have previously been deseribed and accounted for by grammatica-

lization theorists. especially LENMANN (1982). (3) summarizes LEIMANN'S parameters ol

erammaticalization. (The correspondences between ABNEY s ocriteria and LEHaANN'S
;nnrc systematic parameters are given in parentheses in (2).)

(3) LEtAaNNTs (19R2: 164, T985: 309) parameters of grammaticalization

strong grammaticalization

parameter process
I, integrity aurition few semantic features: few segments
I - ) . . . .. . . . . G ‘ ; 5 Eip I. ||'|1
2. paradigmaticity paradigmaticization small, tightly integrated paradig

3. paradigmatic obligatorification choice systematically constrained

viariahility
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4. scope condensation item modilies word or stem
5. bondedness coalescence iten is alfix or even phonological
feature
6. syntagmatic fixation item occupies fixed slot
variability

"The most important difference between the two approaches is that in the gradualist
perspective of grammaticalization theory. no clear-cut dichotomy arises, but a scale rang-
ing from “not at all grammaticalized™ to “highly grammaticalized™. By contrast, a genera-
tive grammarian always has to make a choice between functional and lexical categories —
there is nothing in between. Thus, ABNEY (1987: 63) notes that adpositions seem o
“straddle the Tine™ between functional and lexicals categories, and OviiartLa (1991 202)
states that “the status of prepositions with respeet to the division worked out here is not
clear™. In grammaticalization theory, this is a non-issue because adpositions can simply
be described as being less strongly grammaticalized than other functional elements.
However, | will abstract away from this diflference between Chomskyan and functionalist
approaches in the following in order to stress the commonalities.

3. First parallel: functional elements do not have 1o be words

The first interesting parallel to be observed here is that neither the functional catego-
ries of Chomskyan grammar nor the highly grammaticalized elements of grammaticaliza-
tion theory have 1o be words, but may also be atfixes. or even other morphological units.
In this respect. both modern approaches significantly diverge from traditional grammar,
where words are hardly ever put in the same category with sublexical units. By contrast,
in the two modern approaches it is not crucial whether a subordinator, for example, is an
independent word or a verbal suffix, or whether tense is expressed by an auxiliary verb or
by a verbal category. In generative syntax, both would he represented in the same way in
constituent structure, as shown by the approximate representations in (4-5).1 In gramma-
ticalization theory. the property of being bound 1o a stem is only one of a whole series of
criteria (specifically. the parameter of bondedness, 3.5), so that clements can be regarded
as grammuadticalized even if they are not (yet) bound to their host.

(4) Functional category “COMP™ (complementizer. subordinator)

a. German _ S’ b. Turkish  §’
COMP S S COMP
' N vp NP VP
tf(:'.\'.‘u' A—.\‘,w: h :/;.' bleibr. Avye —n.;‘u A; - fh,l:".'

‘that Ayse remains here’ “that Ayse remains’

" However. the relative lack of importance of word status has not been uncontroversial in Chom-
skyan grammar. By a strict interpretation of the lexicalist principle of Cinovsky 1970, parts of
words should not be visible in the syntax, so that representations like (4b) and (5b) are ruled out.
However, the lexicalist principle has been considerably weakened in practice in most Chomskyan
work since the Late TOROs (¢l especially Bakir 1988,
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(5) Functional category “INFL™ (auxiliary verb, verbal inflection)

a. BEnglish S h. Turkish S
NP INFL VP NP VP INFL
Avse  will  come. Avse  pel- -ecek.

*Avse will come.”

Such parallels between function words and affixes cannot be captured if word structure
is completely separated from phrase structure, as is done in traditional grammar, but also
in some modern theories (e.g. ANDERSON 1992 and other strict lexicalists).

4. Second parallel: head status of *COMP" and “INFL"

Another interesting parallel between the two approaches, which is apparently little
known, is the head status of subordinators (called “COMP™ in generative grammar) and
auxiliaries and bound verb inflection (called “INFL™).

The notion of head was introduced into Chomskyan syntax only in CHomsky (1970).
As the list of alternative terms for heads and non-heads in (6) shows, the head/dependent
distinetion is also a traditional concept which was first regarded as dispensable, but had to
be adopted from other grammatical approaches (or reinvented) later, like the notion of
functional categories.

(0) head dependent (NICToLS 1986)
head specifier. complement (Chomskyan syntax)
head attribute (Broosenian 1933)
Nuklcus Satellit (SEnER 1960)
operind operitor {VENNEMANN)
versing “peak’ savisimoe “dependent” (Russian grammnuar)

(MEL'CUK 19744)
(traditional Latin-based grammar)

vozfuin ‘master” sga *servant”
determinatum/regens  determinans/rectum

However, CHossky (1970) formulated the head/dependent distinction in a very speci-
fic way. in the form of X-bar theory. X-bar theory says that the internal structure of a
phrasal category generally conforms to the schema in (7).

(7) X-bhar schema
XP=X")

(specifier) X
YeE

Xe dmnplcmcm)
r

That is. there are three “har levels™ (i) X%, the lexical head of the phrase: (i) an inter-
mediate level or “projection™ X', consisting of X° plus a “complement™; and (iii) the
“maximal projection™ X or XP. consisting of a “specifier™ plus X’. This general schema
allows eenerative syntacticians to express certain parallels hetween different phrasal cate-
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qes. T : ) B I ae o el o i
gories, Ihus‘_lht. NI' in (8) has a structure quite analogous 1o the structure of the VP in
(9), and both instantiate the schema in (7).

(8) Noun phrase (Ctiomsky 1970, slightly modernized)

NP
(spec) N’
DET : T
I

the  proof  of the theorem

(9) Sentence (CnoMmsky 1970, slightly modernized)

S
NP vp
| -~
| s
spec) 5
| INFL v’
i | s,
| T

| v NP

| ! -
Joan  -ed  prove  the theorem
(=Joan proved the theorenn)

Since the early 19805, Comsky tried to completely eliminate phrase structure rules, and
the atlﬂcmp} was made to subsume also all the other categories under the X-bar ‘\'L‘hc.ll.l"l in
{7)" Wnl_t CHomsky T986 (Barriers), the standard theory abandoned the culcgnriu;; S ‘mr.; 5
W|Ilt“h Lllq not fitinto the X-bar schema, They were replaced by the maximal ]n'nlje.cl;nm.nlt
the functional categories COMP and INFL, CP and IP. In the Barriers-system, the \m‘n
sentences of (4a) and (5a) have the constituent structures shown in (1) ;n;dl{‘ll 1). '

(10) CP (=5")
@
C(OMP) IP (=S)
| Pty
i NP I’
| | il
|

" ¥P I(NFL)

| | :" X |
weill — Avse  hierbleib- -
“that Ayse remains here’
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(1) IP(=S")

NP I

I(NTL) VP
Avye owill .('HH;I',

This analysis leads to more elegance in three respects: (i) There are no longer any catego-
ries that do not project up — COMP and INFL. too, now have intermediate projections
(C”. 1y and maximal projections (CP, IP). (ii) There are no longer any exocentric catego-
ries like S or 8" that are not projections of an X°. (iit) All specifiers and complements are
now maximal projections, Thus. the X-bar schema of (7) is much more generally applica-
ble now. and conceptual/esthetic progress has no doubt been made.

Although it would scem that there was no empirical motivation for the new analysis,
we observe an interesting convergence with the grammaticalization perspective. It we
assume that head/dependent relations remain constant in grammaticalization and that
reanalysis and reversal of the head/dependent relation is not possible (as arpued in Has-
PEEALNE 1992) it also turns out that subordinators and auxiliaries are heads. Subordina-
tors penerally arise from nouns or adpositions, i.e. from heads, and when these are gram-
maticalized. preserving the head/dependent relation, we get a function word heading a
sentenee, as shown in (123 The German subordinator weil *becanse’ < *while” goes back
to the noun Weile while™, (CF KORIMVMANN in prep. for the grammaticalization of adver-
bial conjunctions.)?

(12 Noo-C grammaticalization

NP Cp
N S == C S
i I P
(i) Weile (die) sie hierbleibt weil sie hierbleibt
the while that she here remains because she remains here

Analogously, auxiliary verbs and tense and aspect affixes as a rule come from full verbs,
so that we get an auxiliary verb or even a verbal affix heading the clause, as exemplified
schematically in (130, (See Bynre & Dane 1989 for the grammaticalization of tense and
aspect from lesical verbs))

> is harder to make generalizations about the sources for subordinators used in complement con-
structions, such as English thar, German dass, Turkish -dik. ete. In some cases they seem 1o go
back to demonstrative or relative pronouns, but in many other cases these subordinators are very
old and their origing are unknown. Thus, perhiaps not all cases of subordinating conjunctions can
be traced back to carlier lexical heads, but subordinators that go back to noun and adposition
heads constitite the Taree miajority of subordinators whose source is wellunderstood.
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(12) V-to-1 grammaticalization
a. Old English to Modern English

vp P
NP N4 - NP I
.I v VP oo VP
| :- 5t ._/\ _\.?‘. 1 i y H
heo wille  cuman she will come

b. Latin to French

VP IP
.//. \\\'\ T 2
NPV = NP I
VP Y VP |
Julia cantare  habet. Julie chant- -erd.

Thus, although perhaps not every grammaticalization theorist would agree that comple-
mentizers and tense-aspect auxiliaries and inflections are heads. it is clear that Ciiom-
SKY's analysis it CP and 1P can be given a meaningful interpretation from the point of
view of grammaticalization theory.

5. End of the parallel: the DI’ analysis
However, the X-bar schema has been extended even further since 1987: ApNEY (1987)
proposed to analyze the functional category DET (determiner) in the noun phrase as a

head, in analogy to COMP and INFL, so that a noun phrase is no longer an NP, but a DP.

(14) a. NP analysis of the noun phrase (example from German)

I_\IP
(spéc ) N’
DET ; i o
N NP
i Fi

7l -

die Invasion Ost-Timors ‘the invasion of East Timor’
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h. DI analysis of the noun phrase

Dp
D’
D NP
NI
N bp
die Invasion  Ost-Timors ‘the invasion of East Timor.

The DP analysis allows one to extend the X-bar schema also to the noun phrase, so that it
is now maximally general, and further conceptual/esthetic progress has been made,

However, here the parallel between Chomskyan syntax and grammaticalization theory
stops. Determiners do not arise from lexical heads like subordinators and auxiliaries, but
from lexical dependents, so that from the point of view ol grammaticalization there is no
reason (o think that they would ever become heads. Determiners like definite articles
cenerally come from demonstrative adjectives (e.g. English the from Old English se¢
“that'. Talian 7 from Latin dle)t, indefinite articles generally come from the numeral
fone” (see GIvon 1981, quantifiers like “all™ and “every” often come from adjectives (see
FEASPELA AT Lo appear),

Here we see the decisive difference between the two approaches: Chomskyan syntax
makes the general assumption that functional categories are heads. because otherwise
they would not fit into the X-bar schema (Dependents have (o be phrasal categories in
the X-bar schema, and Tunctional categories are not phrasal themselves, ) Grammaticaliza-
tion research. by contrast, has shown that not only heads, but also dependents (hoth modi-
ficrs smnd sweaments) can be grammaticalized. Grammaticalization and head/dependent
status are thus mdependent ol cach other, as iHlustrated by the examples in (15).

(15 Grammaticalization of heads and dependents

heads [ nouns = adpositions
> subordinators
L overhs > auxiliaries, verbal alfixes
i > adpositions
! adpositions > subordinators
. > case alfixes
|
dependents modifiers ! adjectives > determiners
| adverbs > applicative-markers
arguments . pronouns > agreement alfixes

CSee S (92 for o recent study of the grammaticalization of demonstratives into articles in
1ot oo Rownanee
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Perhaps grammaticalization of lexical heads is more common than grammaticalization of
lexical dependents, but there is no reason to assume that there exist any restrictions on the
grammaticalization ol dependents. Thus it is quite normal that there are both function ele-
ments that are heads (like auxiliaries and most subordinators) and function elements that
are dependents.

As far as | can see, there is no empirical motivation for the assumption in Chomskyan
syntax that all functional categories are automatically heads, This assumption follows
from the arbitrary decision to give quasi-axiomatic status to the X-bar theory and not to
admit deviations from it. This quasi-axiomatic status of X-bar theory is quite clear from
the literature defending the DP analysis (e.g. ApNey 1987, Haer 1988, Frrix 1990),
The arguments in these discussions are almost always purely theory-internal and boil
down to the undeniable observation that the DP hypothesis lits better with the X-bar sche-
ma. Now one cannot object on principled grounds to theory-internal argumentation. if it is
not applied too often. But the problem with X-bar theory is that there is no independent
reason to assume that the X-bar schema is universally valid in precisely this form without
admitting exceptions.

If Chomskyan grammarians took the insights of grammaticalization theory seriously
and admitted grammaticalization as one of many explanatory factors, the main motivation
for the DP analysis would disappear. Il functional categories are highly grammaticalized
elements, and it both heads and dependents may be grammaticalized (as | have just
argued), then we would except that functional categories can appear also in specifier or
complement position. An NP with a functional dependent DET as in (14a) would not con-
stitute a problem anymore.

6. Head/dependent marking and NP licensing

Let us Tinally look at another instance where Chomskyan syntax has made quasi-axio-
matic decisions without sufTicient empirical justification,

Abstract grammatical relationships are signaled by markers which, as grammaticaliza-
tion rescarch has shown, generally go back to carlier more conerete expressions. Thus, case
markers go back to adpositions, and person agreement markers go back to anaphoric pro-
nouns. In the first case, heads are grammaticalized, in the second case, dependents are
grammaticalized. The resulting constructions show dependent marking by means of case or
head marking by means of cross-referencing agreement. Head marking and dependent mark-
ing arc two complementary but not mutually exclusive wavs of signaling the relations be-
tween syntactic units, Thus, the relation between the subject and the verb may be signaled
by nominative or ergative case on the subject NP (i.e. dependent marking. cf. 16a). or by
cross-relerencing agreement on the verb (i.e. head marking, ¢f. 16b), or by both (cf. 16c).

(16) a. Lezgian
Alfija-0 gwe-Iwd.
Allija-NOM  come-IMPF
*Alfijais coming’

b. Italian

Davide  viene.
Davide come:PRES:35G
‘Davide is coming.”
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¢. Russian
Nitsja privodit
Njusja:NOM come:PRES: 358G
*Njusjais conting’

Analogously, the relation between the possessor and the possessum may be signaled by
genitive case on the possessor (i.e. dependent marking, cf. 17a), or by cross-referencing
agreement on the possessum (i.e. head marking, ¢f. 17b), or by both (cf. 17¢).

(17) a. Coptic
r-Scere in-re-shime
ART-daughter GEN-ART-woman
“the woman's daughter”
b. Hungarian
az  ember hdz-a
the man house-3SG
‘the man’s house’

c. Huoallaga Quechua (Wrner 1989: 2540
Thwan-pa wasi-n
Hwan-GEN - house-35G
Hhwan's house”

Nicnors (1986) has established head marking vs. dependent marking as an important
tpological parameter, demonstrating that languages tend to show  consistent head
marking or consistent dependent marking.,

How does Chomskyan syntax deal with these phenomena? Belore the government-
binding framework, neither case marking nor agreement were prominent in Chomskyan
grammar. perhaps because neither is prominent in English syntax. But with the new 1981
framework. in which cross-linguistic considerations were given an important role, Ciiom-
SKY introduced the theoretical notion of Case as the primary mechanism for licensing
NPs, ice. an analog to dependent marking. The idea was that verbs (and adpositions)
assign Casce to their complements, and that NPs lacking Case would be ruled out by the
“Case filter™.

Given that dependent marking is not the only device used by languages o signal
syntactic relations, there is no empirical motivation for assuming that all NP licensing
must by via Case marking. However, Ciiomsky made the quasi-axiomatic decision that
the Case filter applies universally. Thus, a source for the nominative Case had to be
sought. and Crosvsky proposed that the INFL node assigns nominative Case, just like the
verb assigns accusative Case, This might appear pretty arbitrary, but what is correct about
it is that the agreement contributes to the licensing of the NP by signaling the relation be-
tween the verb and the NP, However, agreement is a head-marking device, and by saying
that the agreement INFL assigns case, CHOMSKY in effect says that a head-marking de-
vice leads o invisible dependent marking, This is a curious situation, but it is unavoidable
once the decision has been made that NP licensing is uniformly based on Case, despite
the known cross-linguistic and Tanguage-internal diversity,

More recently, a new mechanism of NP licensing has been introduced to Chomskyan
syntax. Following Chomsky (19910 434 and 1992), it is now widely assumed that the
clanse strncture contains separate Tunctional caterorics of subicet aereement (AGR-S)
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and object agreement (AGR-O), even in languages that do not show overt object agree-
ment. The structure of the clause assumed by Chossky and his followers is shown in (18).

(18)  AGR-SP

P
-

SPEC  AGR-S'

AGR TP
//"“ "

SPEC T*

—

: AGR-OP

SPEC ..;;.C_R—()’
AGR-O VP
NPV
VNP

It had been proposed earlier that the subject NP has 1o raise out of its [NP, VP position to
the specifier position of IP (now AGR-SP) in order to be assigned its Case by INFL (now
AGR-S). Now Crnomsky assumes that the same applies to the object NP — it also has to
raise to the SPEC of AGR-O in order to get its accusative Case.® Both nominative and
accusalive Case is now assigned by functional heads in a SPEC-head configuration (or, in
recent Chomskyan parlance, “case features are checked™ in this situation).s

The effect of this change is that NP licensing is now achieved largely by means of
agreement, a head-marking device, even if there is no overt agreement (as in the case of
the object in English and many other languages). Thus, dependent marking like accusa-
tive case is now attributed to invisible head marking, This is again a rather curious resull.
this time forced by the quasi-axiomatic decision to extend the model of subject licensing
to other arguments as well. No empirical motivation whatsoever was presented for this
change in the machinery — again the main impetus secems to come from the desire to have
theoretical uniformity or “elegance™. despite the known cross-linguistic diversity in the
distribution of head marking and dependent marking.

* The correct SVO order for English is insured by raising of the verb to T (“tense™). Thus, the VP is
completely empty at a later stage of the derivation. {Incidentally, this shows that the tree struc-
tures and movement processes have been completely reconceptualized in recent Chomskyan
syntax: Tree structures can no longer be thought of as representations of constituent structure, and
movement no longer captures marked word order. Rather, there is a complex interplay of various
formal devices, none of which bears a direct relation to the phenomenological level.)

See Gaspr (1993) for some discussion of the problems encount-t 1 in extending CHOMSKY'S
acconnt teoonntlection Einegaecs ke Chinese

.
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7. Conclusion

This paper has highlighted a couple ol points where recent Chomskyan syntax and
functional-typological  approaches,  especially  grammaticalization  theory  (but  also
head/dependent-marking typology). seem not to be irrelevant for cach other. Although the
theoretical goals and methods of Chomskyan grammatical theory are very different from
those of functional-typological grammatical theory, the fact that both ultimately deal with
the same datic means that again and again there are points of contact between the two
approaches. As I showed in sections 2—4, there has even been a limited amount of theore-
tical convergence. | also identified a number ol respects in which functional-typological
syntax and Chomskyan syntax diverge (sections 5-6). 1 tried to show that the problems
with Chomskyan syntax are due to the tendency in that research tradition to favor formal-
Iv elegant descriptions, even if they involve overgeneralizations that are not empirically
justificd (especially X-bar theory, Case assignment and NP licensing by AGR nodes). In
each of these cases, formal elegance in one domain is bought at the price of less regulari-
ty clsewhere in the grammar, and the decision which part of the grammar should be
generalized maximally appears to be empirically unconstrained and therefore arbitrary.

My criticism of Chomskyan syntax should not be taken to imply that | consider it a total-
Iy worthless endeavor. On the contrary, over the decades Chomskyan syntax has made sub-
stantial contributions to our knowledge of language and languages. But 1 think that lin-
guistics would make more progress if syntacticians of different persuasions at least ceased
to ignore cach other’s work. It is not realistic to exeept theoretical convergence given the
fundamentally different goals of functionalist linguistics (which tries to explain langoage
stractore) and Chomshyan lingaisties (which tries to explain inguage acquisition). but
mtual avwareness could help hingaists in both approaches (o improve their theories.,

Ahheeviations

AGR agrecment

ART article

COMP complementizer
DET determiner

Dr determiner phrase
GEN genitive

INPT imperfective
INFL inllection

NOAM NOMINAN e Ciase
PRES present tense
S singular

T lense
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