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In his study of the syntactic theory of complementation in English P.
Rosenbaum (1967) develops an analysis for the description of infinitives.
gerunds and “‘that clauses™ — three types of sentential complements (Wa-, if,
whether complements have been disregarded) — within the framework of a
generative transformational grammar based on N. Chomsky’s Aspects of the
theory of synfax (1965). Complement sentences have been assumed to be
introduced by the complementizers (the infinitival for-fo, the poss-ing and the
sentential that) inserted transformationally by the “complementizer place-
ment’ rule and, therefore preserving equivalence.

- Rosenbaum postulates two phrase structure rules for the introduction
of sentential complements;

PS Rule 1 VP - V(NP) (PP) [ §
PP
PS Raule 2 NP - Det N (S)

PS Rule 1 and PS Rule 2 provide two basic but distinet underyling structures
for noun phrase and verb phrase types of complementation:

(1) vr (2) NP

The former inserts optionally a recursive S under the immediate domination
of the VP node, the latter under the immediate domination of the NP node.
The two rules enable Rosenbaum to generate seven underyling structures,
three of which are instances of verb phrase and the remaining four realizations

of noun phrase complementation. This is specified in the following manner
at the level of the underlying structure (Rosenbaum 1967: 2 - 5):
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1. Intransitive verb phrase complementation,

fofffﬁx&&foP
//\

5
A
1‘?

S

(3)

2, Transitive verb phrase complementation.

(4) S

foﬁfﬁa&hxﬁpP

¥ NP S

3. Oblique verb phrase complementation.

4. Object noun phrase complementation.

(6} S
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5. Intransitive — oblique noun phrase complementation,

(7) S
T e
NP PDP
VP (ADV)
ff”ﬁf\“x
v PP
PREP NP

DET N S

6. Transitive — obligue noun phrase complementation.

(8) /S\
NP PDr
P
VP NP PP

DET N S PREP }PN

DET N S

7. Subject noun phrase complementation.

o e
NP PDP
DET N 8 ¥P (ADY}

Rosenbaum bases his argument for the existence of the verb phrase com-
plement on the principle that certain constructions manifest the non-appli-

-cability of pseudo-clefting and passivization — transformations which he
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asgumes test exclusively the noun phrase domination of an embedded sentence.
He claims that the element which is moved by the passive rule or clefted by the
pseudo-cleft rule is essentially a noun phrase, and since there exist structures
which cannot undergo these transformations they obtain the status of VP
dominated complements.

Bowers (1968), Wagner (1968), Loflin (1968), among others argue that
structures such as fend or condescend, regarded by Rosenbaum as being not
susceptible to psgudo-clefting or passivization when analyzed as structures
whose verbs are followed by prepositions at some deep level in their derivation,
and are obligatorily deleted {i.c. before infinitival phrases} except under certain
conditions (i.e. before some nominalized structures) yield positive results when
pseudo-clefted 2,

Wagner (1968) proposes the preposition deletion rule, a low-level trans-
formation operating after the passive and pseudo-cleft rules, Thus, Resenbaum’s
ungrammatical 2 sentence (11) becomes perfectly acceptable.

Let us ponder the following example:

the (10) She condescended to talk with us
After the pseudo-cleft rule has been applied, the following ungrammadtical
structure results according to Rosenbaum’s analysis.

(11) *What she condescended was to tulk with us

As soon as we account for the preposition in our analysis, a gramnmatical

sentencc is obtained.
(12) She condescended to [to talk with us], —

(13) What she condescended to was [to talk with us],
Accordingly, we provide the underyling structure for sentence (10) in figure
(14} in which the complement sentence, she talk with us is dominated immedia-
tely by a noun phrase.

! Lakoff (1965), Postal {1967), Fillmore (1968) have claimed that the despest undor-
lying form of all verbs has a preposition in its deep structure and undergoes {(though
not always) a transformational operation of preposition deletion in the courss of its
derivation. ; '

Lees (1963) speaks of infinitival nominals in which, in certain Cases, Prepositlons
before {0 are obligatorily deleted.

2 The question as to which sentences are gramrnaticel and which are not continues
to be & problem for the linguist. It depends generally upon the aceeptability of particular
structures as grammatical by native spcakers, although the degrees of aceeptability
may vary from speaker to spealer. A number of attenmpts have been made (e, & Chomsky
1961, 1984) to establish criterion for degrees of gramaticalness but they liave not as
yet solved the problem thoroughly. For a more systematio study sce Beuren (1989)
and Ziff (1964).
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(14) 8
N/\ VP
N v/\pp
PRéP\NP
é
/\

SHE CONDESCENDED ' TO SHE TALK WITH USs

Rosenbaum, however, claims that the complement sentence under congidera-
tion is ¥YP dominated since the operation of the pseudo-cleft transformation
does not yield a grammatical sentence, Figure (15) presents Rosenbaum’s
underlying structure of the example (10).

(15) ///,.S\
N|P | VP
SHE CONDESCENDED SHE TALK WITH US

On the basis of the assumption that structures analyzed by Rosenbaum
as instances of verb phrase complements can be derived from prepositional
plirases — thus becoming noun phrase complements, one can argue that
PS Rule 118 ... an unnecessary complication of the erammar of English .
and ... is in disjunction with a prepositional phrase” (Wagner 1968: 89. 90).

Rosenbaum’s argument for the validity of pseudo-cleft transformation
testing the nominality of a complement structure seems not be to reliable at all.

Consider the following examples:

(16) They were discouraged

What they were were discouraged
(17) John is lucky |
What John is is lucky
(18) The Browns can go to New York now
Where the Browns can go now is to New York
After the application of the pseudo-cleft rule we obtain a grammatically
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acceptable structure, et the item which has been clefted is obviously not a
noun phrase.

In some idiolects, however, pseudo-clefting on adjectives does not hold
and sentences such as (16) and (17) will be regarded as ungrammatical,

The above examples and a number of similar structures prove that in
the pseudo-cleft constructions the element clefted is a constituent which is
not always necessarily a noun phrase.

The passive transformation rule asserted by Rosenbaum as the next
argument for ‘“the greater plausibility® of the verb phrase complementation
seems again to fail its purpose.

The author of The grammar of English predicate complement constructions
argues that the ungrammaticality of sentence (19)

(19) * To drink beer is condescended by nine out of ten people
is due to the non-applicability of passivization to this construction, maintain-
ing that the passive rule involves the permutation of noun phrases, and since
the requirements are not fulfilled, fo drink beer is not u noun phrase in (19).

It seems, however, that the unacceptability of sentence (19) lies in a con-
straint on the passive transformation quite independent of pseudo-clefting.

G. Lakoff (1970) disagrees with Chomsky’s analysis (1968; 104} of the passive
construction with respect to certain groups of verbs, and claims that a set
of verbs such as owe, resemble possess, weigh, have, equal etc. are exceptions
to the passive, He asserts that “there is no independently motivated syntactic
clasy that distinguishes these verbs from those that do undergo the passive.
It is simply an indiogyncratic fact about these verbs that they do not undergo
that rule” (Lakoff 1970: 21 - 22). These considerations led him to the formula-
tion of his theory of exception.

There is, however, a restriction on the application of the passive transfor-
mation once we draw a distinetion hetween “action” transitive verbs which
can take object noun phrase complements and “description’” transitive verbs
occurring with predicate nominal noun phrase complements, the set of verbs
discussed by Lakoff (1970).

For example:

(20) The Browns have a beautiful house
The application of the passive to this sentence produces the ungrammatical
structure:

(21) * A beautiful house is had by the Browns
Accordingly, the passive rule applies to structures containing “action” verbs
only, since “the noun phrase in the complement must function as an object,
not as a predicate nominal” Lester (1871: 130),

It has been observed by Lakoff (1966 a) that the reflexive and passive
transformations are mutually exclusive in Knglish, which may_be illustrated
by the following examples:
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(22) George knows himself to be ill-tempered

(23) Jim believes himself to be the prize-winner
T'here are ne corresponding passive sentences

(24) * George is known by himself to be ill-tempered

(25) * Jim is believed by himself to be the prize-winner.

But in case the underlying embedded subject George in (26) in replaced by
Paul as in (27), the passive transformation operates vielding (28)

(26) George knows [George be ill-tempered)

{27) George knows [Paul be ill-tempered]

(28) Paul is known by George to be ill-tempered.

Paul Postal (1967) points out that in order for the passive rule to apply
the two elements interchanged cannot be identical and claims that it is not
“a language particular fact”, but rather a universat constraint.

We assume then, that the matrix subject must be non-identical to the
embedded subject at the level of underlying structure at which the passive
rule applies, |
The underlying structure of (27) has the schema

(29)

/\

NP, VP

Y me

GEORGE KNOWS PAUL BE ILL-TEMPERED

In (29) the subject-raising process? operates on the second cycie 5, by means
of which the subject of the embedded clause NP, is raised out of that clause
into the position of a derived object of the main verb know. After this rule
has applied, passivization or reflexivization can generate structures like
(28} or (22) respectively.

The underyling structure of (22) is as presented in the configuration(30):

8 Yor a detailed discussion of the. subjeet-raising process see P, Kiparsky and C.
Kiparsky (1970).
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(30} a. //K
NP, VP
N V/\ NF

S,
I.TPE/.\P

GEORGE KNOWS GEORGE BE ILL-TEMPERED

At this point raising to object’ operates yielding (30b):

b. .,
NP,’/’/P\VP
Nl V///NIE\FIP

S

i

GEORGE  KNOWS GEORGE BE ILL-TEMPERED

To (30 b} the reflexive transformation can apply {after subject-raising), de-
leting the object of the main verb under the identity with the subject and re-
placing N, by the reflexive pronoun himself, since the two nouns are dominated by
the same S-node at the stage in the derivation where the reflexivization applies.

Accordingly, if the two nouns in question are identical at some point
In the derivation, the passive transformation is blocked, which accounts
for the ungrammaticality of {24) and (25).

Thus, the subject-raising transformation must precede the pussive process
so that Postal’s principle of non-identity can operate.

It seems, however, that this constraint is not operative if we have a senten-
tial complement, since (32) is a grammatically acceptable sentence, Consider
the examples:

(31) George knows that he is ill-tempered

(32) That he is ill-tempered is known by George
We can only account for these sentences as grammatically correct provided
that NP, equals NP,, that is if “he’ in the embedded clause stands for the same
person, that is, ‘George’.

We have stated this generalization concerning the operation of the passive
and the reflexive in terms of intermediate structures (at the level of the deriva-
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tion where the two rules can apply)—yet we have not accounted for structures
like (33) or (34). '

{(33) She condescended to do it for us

{(34) She expected to win the first prize
which undergo Equi-NP-Del under the identity of the embedded subject
to the subject of the matrix sentence.

Lakoff {1965) proposes to mark condescend—type verbs as “‘absolute
exceptions™ to the rule of Equi-NP-Deletion, requiring that the S.D. of Equi-
NP-Del be met and that the rule actually applies, thus introducing the trans-
formational constraint for handling structures like (35), resulting in an un-
grammatical sentence

(35) * She condescended for Mary to talk with us
and accounting for (10) which is grammatical.

This claim, although it might have seemed quite convincing at the time it was
proposed, has since been proved false, | |

Perlmutter (1971) has argued persuasively against Lakoff’s formalism
and insisted upon the introduction into linguistic theory of the notion of deep
structure conetraint.

On the basis of the analysis of “the like subject constraint” in English -
presented by Perlmuttert, we can assume that structures with condescend

* Perlmutter (1871) — The problem in question eoncerns the argument that “the
like-subject constraint” in English is deep struetural. The evidencs is presented on the
basis of the following examples:

(1} T condescended to allow him to go. (Perlmutter 197})

(2} * I condescended to be allowed to go. (Perlmutter 1971)
Perlmutter accounts for the fact that while (1) is grammuatical, the ungraminaticality
of (2) can be precisely predicted provided that in the underlying structure of (2) the
subject of the sentenco embedded below the main verh, namely condescend, is non-identical
to this subject, whereas according to Lakoff’s formalism, exainple (2} will be grammadtical
— which is of course falze.

(3} 18 the underlying strueturo of (2)

I condescend PRO allow I g0
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In Perlmuttor’s analysis it is not relevant whether the ombedded sentences are NP

or VI* dominated. : . -
In the second eycle subject-raising eperates first, then the passive applies, yislding

an intermediate string (4)

e ™

NP VP
v o
™
NP vP
/,\
¥ condoscend £ be allowed to go

Upon the operation of Equi-NP-Del and infinitivization an ungmmn?a,triml atrucztura
(2) is producod. The above ohservation points to the ‘Statem?nt that t-hllﬁa lﬁ”t}ﬂt a trans-
formational but a deep structural constraint. “The unllkel-ﬁub ject constraint” is presented
by an cssentially similar procedure. Sentences (5) and (6) illustrate the clann of the under-.
lying constraint,

(8) I scroamed to be allowed to ga. .

(6)  * T screamed for Frank to be allowed to go.

(7) 3,
NP VP
B e ™
A
™
)
NP VP
| | |
I scream  PRO allow 1 ££0

The subject-raising rule operates on the second cycle. As a I‘L‘fﬁll]it.. NP of 8, hecom.ﬁs a,
derived objeot of ALLOW in 8,. Then, the passive apphcs in 8, }"1[‘-](Illl’lg ‘I a8 u ll(-!l'lvﬁd
subject of ALLOW. Now, the transformation of Kqui-NP-Del applics sinee the 5. D.

of tlus rule 15 mot.

As long as the embedded subject below the main verb i non-identical to the matrix
B T » e : : s NP
subjoet én the underyling strueture, it is not importaut whether the 8. D. of Equi-NP-Del
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or aftempt verbs are not absolute exceptions to Equi-NP-Deletion, but are
structures which require matrix subjects and subjects of their complements
to be coreferential in the underlying structure, that is, before the application
¢f any transformations,

Examples (10), (36} and (35), (37) are respectively relevant to the gram-
maticality and ungrammaticality of the resulting structures.

{36} He attempted to sit this exam once again

(37) * He attempted for Bill o sit this exam once again

The underlying structure of (36) is essentially the same as (30 a) but the
structure undergoes Equi-NP-Del instead of subject-raising as was the case
in (30 b). |

On the other hand, “the unlike subject constraint” disallows the matrix
subject to be identical with the complement subject of the main verb in the
underlying structure,

Consider the examples;

(38) I screamed for Mary to do the work in the garden

(39) * I screamed for me to do the work in the garden
The ungrammaticality of sentence (39) explains why the condition of ‘“‘the
unlike subject constraint” in the underlying structure has not been satisfied
for this structure. |

is met or the rule actually applies, provided that we are dealin g with a deop structure
constraint,

Binee thig condition is not satisfied in the decp structure of sentenco (8}, the resultant
structure (8) iz ungrammatical.

(8)
8,
//\
NP VP
v/\nlp
| s,
NP/\ VP
V/\NP
|
g
NIP/\“’P

I SCTEal: L allow Frank go
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'The underlying structure of (39) is the following

(40) S
NP/\VP
//\
v NP
|
NP//\VP

//\

1! stream I' do the work in

the garden

On the basis of the discussion presented, we can assume that the pseudo-
cleft and the passive transformations do not always provide satisfactory
proof of the nominality of embedded clauges in all instances tested, which
of course does not mean that they exhibit verb phrase domination, the exjst-
ence of which has not been convineingly justified by Rosenbaum (1967),
Jacobs and Rosenbaum {1968) and followers, but seem to be blocked in certain
circumstances.

It seems that arcuments for the existence of verb phrase complementation
provided by Rosenbaum are far from overwhelming, miss the generalization.
and seem to add complexity to the phrase structure rules,

Analyzing a derived form of s verb (underlying structure prepositions have
been disregarded), and making use of the application of pseudo-cleft and passive
rules in order to account for underlying structure differences of noun phrase
and verb phrase complements causes certain misinterpretations in the analysis
of complementation in Rosenbaum (1967},

Wagner (1968) claims that sentences analysed by Rosenbaum can be deriv-
ed from noun phrases. Loflin considers the two transformations in question
and comes to the coriclusion that “susceptibility to pseudo-clefting does not
imply susceptibility to passivization and vice versa” Loflin (1968; 286) for
testing nominality, but he does not state clearly that the element which
18 pseudo-clefted is not necessarily a noun phrase, which has heen proved
by examples (16), (17), (18).

In the Preface to The grammar of English predicate complement consiry-
ctions (1967), Rosenbaum states himself that some of his views expressed in
his work have recently been changed. “First, the number of clear cases of
verb phrase complementation has diminished to the point where their general
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existence becomes questionable (the Appendix which provides verb classifica.-
tions, is correspondmgly unreliable)” (Rosenbaum 1967: 9).

Ross (1967) argued that the verb phrase complement ecounstruction dtf)cs
not exist at all and postulated that syntactic environments such as passive
constructions, pseudo-cleft and than constructions, and equative sentences
form the evidence that embedded clauses operate exclusively on noun phrases
i.e. are dominated immediately by the NP node at some point in their deriva-
tion,

We have presented this reasoning in support of abandonment of t-h? verb
phrase complementation which seems to be a controvers?al structure in the
analysis of the complement system and to make the claim that one phrase
structare rule {1.e. PS 2.) for the introduction of the embedded sentences
1s satisfactory. -

We subseribe to the proposal that complement sentences such as that —
clauses, infinitives and gerunds are derived from NP nodes.

Thus, we shall have

(41) NP — (Det) N (8)
YP - V (N) (NP)

This may be illustrated by the following diagram:

S
Nf’//\ VP
sl
Dm/NR 5 Y N NP
Det’/ll*\ S

Any embedded sentence then, will fall under the immediate- dﬂminati?r} of
the NP node no matter whether it will appear in subject or object position.
In this way we account for greater generality in the generation of complement
constructions. Consequently, we assume that all Rosenbaum’s noun.phrlase ‘and
verb phrase constructions analysed here, are regarded as nominalizations
and have the underlying structure of the form

NP

|

Nom

\

5
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Thus, we assume that nominalizations are derived from noun phrase comple-
ment constructions.

We have eliminated the NP — VP complement distinction, subseribing
to the assumption that there are no embedded sentences which would be
directly dominated by the VP node.

Hence, Rosenbaum’s intransitive, transitive, oblique verb phrase comple-
mentations are regarded as instances of noun phrase complements functioning
as objects® of verbs or objects of prepositions. The following diagram represents
a modified version of Rosenbaum’s seven types of the complement structure

1. Subjeet noun phrase — Subjeet noun phrase
2. Intransitive verb phraseN . .
bject.
3. Object noun phrase L Gbjectinions phedse
4, Intransitive obligue noun phrase™ Intransitive objcct
5. Oblique verb phrase ¢ oblique >110un

noun phrase ~ phrase
6. Transitive oblique noun phrase >Tr&nsitive oblique \ object noun
7. Transitive verb phrase noun phrase phrase

According to the diagram we obtain two kinds of noun phrase complementation:
subject and object. This also refers to the noun phrases in the obligue case andl
henee there is subject oblique noun phrase and object obligue noun phrase®.
The following eonfigurations account for the syntactical form of the sample
examyples. Subject NP complementation -

(42) He seemed to know the problem thoroughly

5]
/ \\\\
NP YP
|
S\
ITP ‘/VP\
he know the problem, seem
thoroughly

t Bentence complements occur in some syntactic relation to the main sentence in
the surface structure, that is in the subject and object goaitions. In the very deep structure,
however, we assume that the noun phrase in question behaves neutrally coneerning subject
and object relation since the elements at this leve] of the structure seom not to be ordered
at all. Bubjeetivization and objectivization rules put them in relevant.ordered positions
in the intermiecdiate and surface structure relations.

¢ (Cf. Rosenbaum’s seven types of the complement structure — examples (3 - 9}
and a derivation of sentece {10) in the diagram (15).

: o s
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Object NP complementation
(43} We expected Paul to come to the party

)
__..'-‘-""'---’__\-—_'\—--—
NP YP
N Vv N NP

|
S
II|| | A_w
We expect Paul Paul come to
the party

Object oblique complementation |
(44) We waited for Paul to finish his drawing

-
fo/’\\ VP
/”/\
Ile V NP
s|;
We wait ®

his drawing

Subject obligue complementation
(45) For Peter to participate in our meeting is important

///s\

NP ypP
)
3
_-——'--‘-'-'-F_-_-——--—-—-
NP VP
I |
N e
l participate in our ig important
Peter meeting

The preposition for marking the subject of the infinitive structure is inserted
transformationally and therefore not reflected in these structural underlying
configurations.
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