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1. INTRODUCTION

Descriptive and theoretical linguistics have ofteen presented as fields with conflicting
interests and goals. There is an area, howevexhioh the interface between these two
fields is proving to be fruitful and enriching: thiting of modern descriptive grammatrs.

The content of this paper partially matches thahgfreview-article ‘English and the good
grammarian. A review ofhe Cambridge Grammar of the English Languageappear in
Estudios Ingleses de la Universidad Complutensel 2thank the editor of that journal,
Angela Downing, for granting permission to partiakproduce the contents of my review-
article here. | am also grateful to Jon Ortiz dbibk for his insightful comments on the
EUIC paper. Ignacio Bosque, Luis Eguren, Joan %otk Emile Slager have provided
valuable references for this paper. Finally, | mteink Paul Rollinson for his careful
reading of the manuscript.
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My purpose in this paper is to explore the relati@tween theory and description and the
choices linguists must make when writing moderrcdpive grammars. | focus on some
aspects of the content of a new reference gramfthednglish languagd,he Cambridge
Grammar of the English Languageritten by R. Huddleston and G. K. Pullum (H & P,
henceforth) and a number of collaborafosshile reflecting on the process of writing
grammars at the beginning of the 21st century.eéddThe Cambridge Grammar of the
English Language(CambGR henceforth) has been marketed by its publishershe
grammar of the 21st century, intended to challethgewell-established position occupied
by Quirk et al's A Comprehensive Grammar of the English Languagem{aR
henceforth}. My main concern here is to examine critically tt@nceptual framework
within which the linguistic description is carriedit in CambGR especially those aspects
in which it differs fromCompGRyather than looking at particular analyses for aepg of
constructions. To highlight some of these diffeesiand to illustrate how grammatical
structures are analysed @ambGR | am going to focus on the treatment of verb
complementation if€ambGRas presented mostly in chapter 4 (for phrasal cemehts)
and chapters 11 and 14 (for clausal complements$. Will be done after some discussion
on the intricate relation between theory and dpson in general and the type of
descriptive work carried out @ambGR.

| have chosen to focus on verb complementation restd for instance, nouns and noun
phrases or lexical-word formation. Since it is iolwg that verbs are central to syntactic
analysis and, thus, it is to the description obgeand their complementation tli2ambGR
devotes a lot of its effort. Though chapter 3 igated to the verb (covering mostly issues
to do with tense), there is no chapter titled “\éednd verb phrases” (as opposed, for
instance, to chapter 5 “Nouns and noun phrases” empter 7 “Prepositions and
preposition phrases”), since decisions concerriiegahalysis of verbs impregnate so many

2 Rodney HIDDLESTON and Geoffrey K. BLLuM: The Cambridge Grammar of the English
Language Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002 YhBEkBN 0-521-43146-8,
xvii + 1842 pp. Contributors are listed in alphatetorder: Laurie Bauer, Betty J. Birner,
Ted Briscoe, Peter Collins,, Anita Mittwoch, GeeffrNunmberg, Frank Palmer, John
Payne, Peter Peterson, Lesley Sterling and Gréffargd. One or both of the authors have
worked closely with contributors in co-authoring tthapters concerned.

% See Pullum’s (2002) comments on the unfortunatec@ence of acronyms for the two
grammars, which is why | use the abbreviatiGasnbGRandCompGRto refer to them.
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other aspects of linguistic description (e.g. thelysis of complex clauses). Thus, issues to
do with the syntax and semantics of verbs appeandependent items of content in a
number of chapters (for instance, chapters 4 &rhéntioned above). Finally, from a
pedagogical point of view, the analysis of verbd #reir complements must be dealt with
in detail in any descriptive course on English graan and those aspects of it on which we
focus here, such as the distinction between pheahprepositional verbs and the types of
non-finite clausal complements are, or should bspktely central in grammar courses for
both native and non-native students of English.

In what follows, | first deal with general issuemncerning the relation between theory and
description (section 2). | then examine some dspacthe analysis of phrasal and clausal
complements of verbs iI€ambGR with special attention to the analysis of infvat
complements in chapter 14 (section 3). Finallynsopedagogical issues are briefly
discussed (section 4). The concluding remarkénatiee final section of the paper.

2. ON DESCRIPTIVE GRAMMARS IN GENERAL ANBCAMBGRIN PARTICULAR

Despite the increasing difficulty of getting fundifor research on grammatical studies and
the diminishing role given to the study of gramnmaschool and university curricula, these
appear to be good times for grammars. The enbeoR0th century and the beginning of
the 21st century have seen the emergence of a muaibeomprehensive descriptive
grammars of English in the tradition set by Jesperand Poutsma. TGambGRand
CompGR we must add Bibeet al's (1999)Longman Grammar of Spoken and English
Language as well as a number of reference and universéagngars of more limited scope
(among others, Greenbaum & Quirk 1990 and Downinigo&ke 1993). The same is true
for grammar of other European languagésmande Grammatica Italiana di Consultazione
(1988-1995) for Italian, Algemene Nederlandese Spraakkuid$97, 2nd ed) for Dutch,
Svenska Akademiens GrammdfiR99) for Swedish and the rec&rtamatica Descriptiva
de la Lengua Espafiold 999) for Spanish.

. The SpanistGramatica Descriptiva de la Lengua Espafidlas inspired grammars of
similar character and goals for other language«epaon the Iberian peninsula: Catalan
(Sold, Lloret, Mascar6 & Pérez Saldanya (dirs.)2G@amatica del Catala Contemporari)

and Basque (Hualde & Ortiz de Urbina (eds.) 2803rammar of Basque).
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This could be interpreted as one of the signs ef cbming of age of linguistics as a
science, almost 90 years since the publicationanisSure’€Cours de Linguistique
Geénérale It is surely the consequence of more than hedfraury of unprecedented
advances in our knowledge of the structure of Uaggs, due in large part to the
success of the Chomskyan paradigm after the 1950&is proliferation of
grammars suggests that linguists finally feel aderiit to reach larger audiences and
to present their ideas and their findings in a naweessible way (see sec. 5 here).
It comes at a point when the view of linguistissam esoteric discipline with little
or no connection with the real world is widespreadpecially in the fields of
applied linguistics and language pedagogy. Thezenany reasons for this. As
pointed out by Newmeyer (1983), the initial appegChomsky’s early work was
due to the fact that it “captured the imaginatidnsoholars and pedagogues in
numerous fields because it seemed likely to pronsotetions to long-standing
problems ireveryarea in which language plays a role” (Newmeyer31980). But
in the early 1970's enthusiasm turned into disdlisient as it became clear that
Chomsky’s Standard Theory (and Extended Standaedrih did not immediately
lend itself to fruitful application. It was partlythe unfounded optimism and
unrealistic expectations about the usefulness etleory for areas such language
teaching methodology, machine translation, andrsavbich led to the view that
linguistic theory was concerned with the constauctof artifacts with little or no
connection with reality.

After several decades of research in linguistiod #re development of a wide variety of
approaches to the theory of language, the situaioow not as bleak as it appeared to be
in the early 1970's. The work carried out by tle¢ioal linguists has had implications for,
and has been applied to, a variety of languageetlproblems, such as second language
learning and natural language processing, amorgrth However, the idea of linguistics
as a somewhat irrelevant and obscure disciplinsigisrand many theoretical linguists
themselves have contributed to that perception thidir scorn for practical implications
and applications of their work and their scarceres$t in making their findings available to
a wider audience, especially to those for whom uagg is the tool of their professional
activity. It is in this that the role of descripi work of the type found in the grammars
mentioned above is so very important. The usef@sinef the discipline has to be
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reconsidered in the light of these works, whichéhbenefited enormously from the work
carried out within the field of theoretical lingticss. CambGRis just but the most recent
example of this trend. Let us look first at théatien between theoretical and descriptive
work in linguistics and then present the charasties of linguistic description ifambGR.

2.1. On theintricaterelation between description and theory

The relation between the fields of descriptive lirsgics and theoretical linguistics is still
an uneasy one and has recently been the subjsottd debate (see Aarts 1993). The two
fields differ regarding their goals. The goal ofh@oretical or scientific grammar (where
grammar should not be understood as a ‘volumé&d onstruct a theory (a model) which
allows us to interpret the data in order to see timt data fits in (or not) within the general
conceptual framework of the theory, whatever iterdation: generativist, structuralist,
functional, cognitivist or any other approach (dhelir subdivisions). Theoretical linguists
provide partial analyses of some areas of the grammar, as cotmniutowards a
particular theory of language. On the other hanel goal of a descriptive grammar is not to
validate or refute a particular theoretical constriout to focus on the empirical data in
order to provide a detailed account of the priregpgoverning grammatical categories:
their internal structure and the way they combimte iarger units (words, phrases, clauses
and sentences), focusing on their morphologicahtastic, semantic and discoursive
properties.

Theoretical linguists have often criticised traotil descriptive grammars for their lack of
explanation for linguistic facts and for their tacomnic approaches. The criticisms of
descriptive linguists, on the other hand, have $edumostly on the use of data and the
methodology employed by theoretical linguists, ryosby those working within

Chomsky’s generative paradigm since the 1960'egaRling the data, theoretical analyses
are based on what the descriptivists tend to géyneransider as idealised, unreal and
insufficient data. That is, linguistic theory iencerned with an ideal speaker-listener in a
homogeneous speech community (see Chomsky 196haBeé4theoretical linguists build

their analysis on the basis of a relatively smalnple of sentences, using personal
introspection as the sole source of data. As Heirtmethods, a hypothetical-deductive
methodology of the type employed by Chomsky andals&ociates since the early 60’s is
regarded by descriptive linguists as inadequatéafoyuage description, who use inductive
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approaches.

Such differences have led to the view that linguigteory and descriptive grammar should
proceed independently (see, for instance, Stuurre89). However, as argued out by
Aarts (1993: 199), although there seems to begelgap between the objectives and
methodology of descriptive and theoretical lingsiishis gap is often made out to be wider
than it really is. Conflict arises when we trydompare and rank the work of theoreticians
and descriptivists in general (and often irratigriatms, but once we abandon the idea of
comparison (and conflict), it is possible to finck@as in which descriptive linguists can
benefit enormously from the work carried out byaieical linguists and viceversa: though
descriptivists and theorists “have diverging loeg goals, the short-term aims are less
disparate: both disciplines are concemed with gmatical structure and how to
characterise it.” (Aarts 1993: 200). As Aarts (3PAotes, Chomsky himself has referred to
the aims of traditional (descriptive) linguisticadatheoretical (generative) linguistics as
‘complementary’, where traditional grammar is definas that which “provides a list of
exceptions (irregular verbs, etc.), paradigms axalmples of regular constructions, and
observations at various levels of detail and gditgrabout the form and meaning of
expressions.” (Chomsky 1986a: 6).

Aarts (1993) observes a discernible trend in woifka descriptive type not just to describe
particular constructions but to justify the anak/peesented. He advocates a discipline of
applied theoretical linguistics (Modern Descriptiv@rammar) which “aims at an
implementation of the ideas, the concepts and peraiso to some extent the terminology
of current theoretical work” (Aarts: 1993: 206).hdfe is no doubt that theoretical ideas,
from generative grammar, but also from functiortaiiad cognitivist perspectives, are
being increasingly incorporated into descriptiverkvdVlodern linguistic theory can be an
important source of information for descriptive mraarians provided that theoretical

®The field of theoretical linguistics can be diwidénto two general approaches to

linguistics: formal vs. functional, with their subtsion. It must be emphasized that the
criticisms of descriptive linguists are mostly @ied towards theoretical linguists working

within Chomsky’s generative paradigm since the 19@ke, for instance, Bolinger 1961).

Chomsky’s work is normally viewed as representatiZéhe formal approach (but see sec.
2.2.3 below). Theoretical linguists working withfanctional approaches to linguistics

have often criticised generative linguistis for etya the same reasons as those of
descriptive linguists.
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proposals are ‘filtered’ in order to present traarsmt and elegant accounts of native
speaker’s intuitions about the facts of their laages from the formalisms of syntactic
analyses$.In fact, though it has often been said that dpted grammars must not be tied
to a particular theory if they are to be comprehangsee 2.2.3, below), one cannot deny
the influence of particular theories of grammarnmodern linguistic description. The
descriptive grammars mentioned at the beginningpisfsection originate to bridge the gap
between theory and description by incorporating ynafrthe insights of modern theoretical
linguistics, thus making the work of these lingsistccessible to a wider audience. As
Greenbaum (1988: 41) points out, developmentsguistics have turned the spotlight on
data previously neglected. It should be addedrbat analyses have led to the viewing of
grammatical problems in a new light, to the disepwef grammatical properties that had
gone unnoticed, and to establishing distinctionsoregn grammatical categories and
structures traditionally grouped together, as wadl to making generalizations for
constructions often considered to be distinct.

New descriptive grammars have greatly benefitethftbis research, and it is in this sense
that the grammars mentioned at the beginning & $eiction can be regarded as ‘post-
theoretical’, to quote the directors of tBeamatica Descriptiva de la Lengua Espafiaia
their introductory chapter (Bosque & Demonte 19%%ii). But the relation between
description and theory is an intricate one, andighoin the grammars mentioned, theory
precedes description, one could also regard deiseripvork of this type as ‘pre-
theoretical’. In its most common use, this termemployed to refer to largely intuitive
analyses which precede an articulated theory. vt | mean here by pre-theoretical is a
type of descriptive work found in modern descriptgrammars which can be most useful
and inspirational for the theoretical linguist wtallaborates in the construction of a theory
of language (see Bosque & Demonte 1999: xxiii). efEhis, therefore, a two-way
relationship between descriptive and theoreticatrgnars. We will return to this issue in
the concluding section. Now let us look at howadipsive work is carried out iICambGR
and how it differs from previous descriptive gramsnaf English, with special reference to
CompGR

® See Liceras (1989) on how grammarians should prbire their evaluation of proposal
from theoretical linguistics for inclusion on degtive grammars.
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2.2. Description and theory in CambGR

The aim ofCambGRis set out at the beginning of chapteARreliminaries: to provide a
detailed, descriptive account of present-day, mggonal Standard English, focusing on the
principles governing the construction of words,gd®s, clauses and sentences. Description
involves an underlying theory, no matter how minlignarticulated or how implicit this
theory is. The need for theory is explicitly ackneslged by the authors @@ambGRin
Chapter 1: “The primary goal of this grammar isl&scribe the grammatical principles of
Present-day English rather than to defend or itsta theory of grammar. But the
languages human beings use are too complex toduegiloled except by means of a theory.”
(CambGR:18). Description makes use of generalisations“anithout a theory there are
no generalisations(CambGR:18). In particular, general statements are neatbedt the
way words combine to make sentences (as an alteentat listing all the sentences in a
language - an impossible task), which means dewedog theory about the ways sentences
can be constructed in English. The theory pressgpanCambGRis one “that classifies
the words of the dictionary and specifies ways ihiclw they are combined to form
sentences” (p. 19). That is, one which distingesska lexicon and some sort of
computational system or grammar. In this, anchedentral role attributed to constituent
structure (the idea that sentences have parts whaghthemselves have part€ambGRis
firmly grounded on phrase structure approachesmitie generative grammar tradition.

Before we look in some detail at some aspectsngjulistic description irCambGRjit is
necessary to provide a brief overview of its cotgeas well as some general comments on
layout and design.

We have just said that chapter 1 states the go@bhaibGRand provides a discussion of
general issues (e.g. on the relation between thermydescription), as well as more specific
issues to do with basic concepts in syntax - th#gonoof ‘constituent structure’ being
central to this grammar. Chapter 2 “Syntactic ol is a brief survey of the fifteen
chapters that deal with syntax, emphasizing thepedas in which the authors’ approach
departs from traditional grammars. This is followay fifteen chapters that deal mostly
with the syntax of English (chapters 3-17) and talmapters which are devoted to
morphological matters (chapters 18 and 19). Issuds with orthography are dealt with in
chapter 20. This is followed by three sectionsurtRer reading”, “Lexical index” and
“Conceptual index”.
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As a large-scale reference grammar, it is not oednto be read from beginning to end.
Thus, there are plenty of cross-references to pusvor following chapters. More detailed
technical explanations, which may be skipped withlogs of content according to the
authors, are given against a blue-shaded backgroung refer to these as the ‘blue
sections’ in the pages that follow. Explanations #lustrated with plenty of examples
(numbered separately for each section in the éifferchapters) and 40 diagrams for
sentence structure are also provided (see the itmldree diagrams on p. xiii). The
prospectus emphasizes the user-friendly desigriyaodjraphy of the grammar (though not
all readers appear to agree on this point, see bhddis (2002a) review).

2.2.1. The nature of syntactic analysis

A lot of space is devoted i@ambGRto justifying the right analysis (as well as thght
terminology!) within the descriptive framework ade@; much more than in other
grammars of the like. Many traditional claims amdhlyses which have been challenged by
current theoretical frameworks come under scrutieye. As an example, the authors
abandon the traditional distinction of subordinekauses into ‘noun clauses’, ‘adjective
clauses’ and ‘adverb clauses’ because it suggesitaikrity between clauses and parts of
speech, which is not justified (s€ambGR19). And though the authors make it clear that
it is not their purpose to argue in favour of thrsanother theory of linguistic description
and, when possible, they try to present the facts iway which is neutral between
competing theoretical frameworks, in fact a loteffort appears to go into trying to
persuade the reader that the descriptive analgsilsei correct one under the perspective
adopted in the grammar.

This does not mean that traditional grammars léspdrsen’s and Poutsma’s and, to a large
extent,CompGRlack a theoretical perspective in their linguistescriptions. But it is fair

to say that theory is mostly implicit in these warlwhich contrasts with the explicitness of
the analyses iCambGR The result is a tightly woven system, with ahhidegree of
integration between the parts, in which particaaalyses for particular constructions are
framed throughout the grammar, and in which therditile room for indeterminacy.

"As we said in note 1, though a number of contditcollaborated in the writing of
CambGR gither one or the two main authors co-author @l¢hapters. This was not the
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Indeterminacy and ‘gradience’ are, however, preseGompGR:

“We recognize that the grammar of a language isinaleterminate system and that

grammatical categories are not discrete. Withaategory (for example, the word-class of

adjectives) there will be a central class that eomé to all the criteria for the category and

peripheral subclasses that conform in varying degreBetween related categories there
may be no sharp boundary but a gradient so tha¢ Sofoclasses of items are intermediate
in the gradient between categories.” (Greenbaur8 1%98)

A patrticular type of indeterminacy which the authaf CambGR try to avoid is where
there is a gradient between two analyses such“sieatences may vary in the degree to
which one analysis is more appropriate than therd€ompGR:90). This is the case for
V(erb)s such a®ok atandapprove ofin CompGR(cf. 16.13f), where the P(reposition)
may be considered (i) as the head of a P(repoallidi(hrase) which functions as an
adverbial in sentences of the type S(ubject)-V(eAf)lverbial) or (ii) as part of a multi-
word V with a N(oun) P(hrase) object in clausetheftype S-V-O(bject):

1. I. S-V-A:They dort [vapprove] pp Of NOISy parties]
ii. S-V-O:They doit [v.p approveof] [np NOISY parties]

While there is plenty of syntactic evidence for 8A analysis, in whiclof noisy parties
behaves as a unit (a constituent) for a numberyofastic processes (fronting, adverb
insertion and so orgf. 16.13), the SVO analysis is grounded on the encsteof passive
sentences such &kisy parties are nor approved ahd matters of question-formation, in
which noisy partiesdoes not seem to behave as an A but asan O.

procedure used in the writing @ompGR the four authors divided the work and worked
separately, though they met to avoid incoherersss Greenbaum 1988).

8 It is not at all clear inCompGR (see 16.14) why the possibility of turning the

prepositional complement into the S of a passivgesee in ‘Type | Prepositional Vs’ like
approve (of) is a criterion favouring the SVO analysis in (1As Quirket al. notice, the
passive is also found with Vs which follow £Pwith locative meaning (which they refer
to as ‘Adverbial’), as in the examples in(@QompGR:1164):

() a. This field must have been played on lastkvee
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Given the overwhelming evidence for the bracketing(li) CambGRtreats Vs like
approve ofand such like as in the S-V-A analysis (thoughuc@lly, the PP is not an
regarded as amdverbiak, but as a prepositional complement of the’ M).is in aspects
like this, that there is no room for indetermina@is, of course, is not likely to satisfy
readers who would rather think of grammar as aesyswith a certain degree of
indeterminacy and who may feel uneasy with an aggrowhich imposes such tight
restrictions on the data. In his review, Mukhei(2@02a) favours multiple analyses along
the lines of (1) and considers it to be “a genemékness of the Cambridge Grammar not
to allow for such multiple analyses nor to sketelt descriptive gradients in the first
place”. | would argue, however, this is a majornpoin favour of CambGR since
indeterminacy (or rather ‘vagueness’) of this typenore often than not a consequence of
the inadequacy of the research tools employeddscription.

2.2.2. The scope of linguistic description andrib&ure of the data

In its most common use, the term grammar refesymdax and morphologgambGR like
CompGR focuses mainly on syntax, though it includes a&nebent chapter on lexical
word-formation (chapter 19), and another on inftewal morphology (chapter 18). As H &
P (CambGRch 1, 4.3) indicate, the syntax-morphology donsfollows the special status
of the ‘word’ as the central grammatical unit; vehdyntax deals with how words combine
to form sentences, morphology deals with the fofmvords, with word formation as a
process resembling the formation of larger syntaainits in some respects, but

b. These caves were once lived in by primitive men.

If these are clear examples of SVA sentences, loyld the existence of prepositional
passives likeNoisy parties are not approved tdad to a (parallel) SVO analysis for
prepositional Vs?. The problem here is that foirkQet al. the notion of affectedness (a
semantic notion) is associated with objecthoody(dagtic function), so that the subject of
a passive is always an affected ‘object’ and heheeparallel SVO analysis for (1i) (and,
presumably, for the sentences in (i) in this noteA similar confusion is found for the
notion ‘adverbial’, which is associated with lowati temporal and manner interpretations,
among others, as well as denoting a syntactic imcfcutting across what in the
generative tradition, is referred to as complemantsadjuncts).

° The term ‘adverbial’ is not employed @ambGR The same is true for terms like
‘adverbial clause’ and ‘adverbial phrase’ (see §12n
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significantly different in other respects. Howeusleaning and meaning relations are often
present in grammatical description, as a surveyhef titles of chapters ifCompGR
suggests (chapter 8: “The semantics and grammnedharbials”; chapter 15 “Syntactic and
semantic functions of subordinate clauses”; chapt&rhe semantics of the verb phrase”).
Semantic aspects are touched upon in almost alsacé description: “Prepositional
meanings” (9.14-59); “Semantic subclassificationadjectives (7.40-44); “The articles in
generic reference” (5.52-59), and so on.

Despite the stronger focus @ambGRon syntactic analysis, aspects of meaning are
frequently included in the description. As thehaus claim “few would take it to be
controversial that a human language such as Englishsome sense a system for framing
thoughts and making meaningful messages expressihie this would make it a natural
supposition that meaning and grammar would be toesextent intertwined(CambGR
33). A careful distinction is established betwedem domains o$emantic{conventionally,
the meaning of words and sentences independehtafdntext) angragmatics(the way

in which utterances are interpreted in context).fufher division is established between
truth-conditional and non truth-conditional semesti Notions like propositions,
entailments, illocutionary meaning, conventionald anonversational implicature and
pragmatic presupposition are all carefully defimedhapter 1. The result overall is a more
sophisticated approach to the study of meaningragedning relations to that offered in
CompGRwhich, although dealing explicitly with pragmatispects of meaning in chapters
18 and 19, offers only rather vague semantic exgpians.

CambGRfollows the current trend that linguistic desdopt should be extended to cover
those aspects of meaning and meaning relationshwialt within semantics, pragmatics
and discourse. This tendency is more explicitoime chapters. Thus, chapterAGlause
type and illocutionary forece deals with declarative, interrogative, exclamatiaed
imperative sentences. Chapter Ahformation Packaging (as chapter 18 iCompGR)
deals with a number of non-canonical constructiamsch differ from their canonical
counterparts not in truth conditions or illocutiopaneaning but in the way information is
presented in the sentence (preposing, postposivgydion, cleft and so on). Finally,
chapter 17 “Deixis and anaphora”’ is devoted to sfiedy of deictic and anaphoric
expressions. Careful distinctions are establigheoughout between syntactic form and
categories of meaning and use. Few people woulg thee relevance of these factors for
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the description of grammatical constructions. Taetre of the debate, however, is whether
the inclusion of aspects to do with meaning andalsrild affect the overall organization
of the grammar or not (see some of the contribgtionGraustein & Leitner 1989). Thus,
a pragmatically-founded grammar should be textdbase not sentence-based, or at least
it should draw its data from authentic texts. His tsense, botCompGRandCambGRare
firmly sentence-based, and, therefore, more ‘cotiemal’ than some of the grammars
mentioned above (see, especially, Bieeral. 1999 and, to a lesser extent, Downing &
Locke 2002).

The two grammars are also very similar in the reatofrthe data they use for linguistic
description and the way it is presented. FourcEsiare mentioned for data collection in
CambGR(11): (i) the authors own intuitions as native speakers; (ii) otherveatpeakers’
intuitions; (iii) computer corpof& and (iv) data from dictionaries and other scHglar
work. In thisCambGRdoes not differ fron€CompGR (see Greenbaum 1988: 47). In both
cases, examples are either invented or modifiedimes of actual utterances, in order to
direct reader’s attention more quickly and morartyeto the point and to avoidlirrelevant
distractions in the material(see Greenbaum 1988: 46ambGR.12). Since there are no
references to sources in either of the two gramnveingit was seen by some readers as a
major shortcoming oCompGR also applies t&€CambGR the reader is left in the dark
regarding whether the data used to illustrate qodar grammatical point is authentic or
invented, taken from a corpus or from other sou(ses Mukherjee 2002a and references
cited within).

The lack of systematic and consistent use of data haturally occurring discourse has led
Munkherjee (2002a) in his review to rega@hmbGR a ‘quaint anachronism’ in
comparison with Biber et al.’s (1998pngman Grammar of Spoken and Written English
(LongGR henceforth): an entirely corpus-based descripti@sed on a 40-million word
corpus of spoken and written English. To be fammbGRuses data from corpora for lists

®The corpora used by the authors include: BrownpG®rof American English , the
London/Oslo/Bergen (LOB) corpus of British Engligshe Australian Corpus of English
(ACE) and the Wall Street Journal corpus. TheigrifNational Corpus was only released
to scholars outside the UK after the book wassgrfirtal draft. See Mukherjee’s (2002a)
review and the response by the authors (Huddle&tBallum, 2002) on whether the Wall
Street Journal corpus (44 million words) shoulacbesidered a corpus or not.
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of words which appear frequently in a particulaargmatical construction, but frequency
rates do not play a determining role in linguist@scription. For instance, in the description
of related structures, decisions about which isbthgic structure do not depend on corpus
findings on frequency of use, but on grammaticatdes (see Mukherjee (2002a) on the
different treatments of extraposition in th®ngGR and CambGRand Huddleston &
Pullum’s (2002) response to his criticism).

The issue here is what counts as valid data fagulstic description (and theory): a
guestion that has divided linguists for decadesthatireflects deeper divisions regarding
language as an object of study and linguistics sgemce (the nature of linguistic analysis
and methodological aspects). Two questions have taddressed: (i) whether data should
be ‘authentic’ (raw data) or whether it should beented or edited and (ii) the relevance of
frequency rates for linguistic description. Regagd(i), the authors c€ambGR like those

of CompGRclearly disfavour raw data. Huddleston & Pull(@002), in their response to
Mukherjee’s (2002a) review, consider it “one of tBgors of strictly corpus-oriented
grammars to use only raw attested data for purpadedlustration” and think it
“counterproductive to quote a sentence with a sulj¥ containing a long and distracting
relative clause when all we are concerned to rstis the order of adjuncts in the verb
phrase” (p. 3). As for (ii), the remarks on fregag in CambGRrespond to an attempt to
separate rare grammatical constructions from sporadgtakes (see Pullum 2002: 3), but
no statistical figures are given. Whether a cams$ion is ungrammatical or not is in
principle independent from whether it is frequentiged or not; and decisions about
canonical vs. non-canonical constructions are taketihe basis of structural properties, not
frequency of use. This is not to deny the valu&r@fuency percentages as indicators of
matters of performance which should be part of scdptive grammar, or to deny the
usefulness of corpus linguistics for linguistic cigstion - but one should not overestimate
their value either. Some reflection is needed bratvis to be gained by adding percentage
rates to constructions or by providing just ranadat & P, like Quirket al, are writing a
descriptive reference grammar of English; they raoé to trying to provide a statistical
study of frequency of words or structures acrosweg varieties of English or stages of
the language, and, hence, their choices in theiermaeem fully justified.

2.2.3. Theory what theory?
Before we look in some detail at the type of lirgfigi analysis present @ambGRin sec.
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3, let us say reflect a little more about the tke&oal principles underlyin@ambGR In
particular, the questions we are interested in la@ee Should descriptive grammars be
theoretically eclectic or should they be tied tpaaticular theory? How ca@ambGRbe
considered in this respéct

Theoretical eclecticism has often been pointed asitone of the characteristics of
descriptive grammars. The idea is that descripgne@anmars should be regarded as works
of synthesis, drawing on recent research as welleagrammatical tradition, but should not
subscribe any particular theory. As Greenbaum&188) puts it, regardinGompGR, “if

a grammar is to beomprehensive it cannot be tied to one theory.” For Greenbaum,
grammars that are tied to one theory will necelssha ‘partial’ grammars (covering only
those grammatical aspects of the language that heee investigated by the linguists
within that framework), and may date quickly. Thelgem is that a grammar which tries
to include as many analyses from different framéwas possible may succeed in being
theoretically eclectic, and, possibly, ‘neutral’utbmay lack coherence. The most
satisfactory analysis should be adopted, as longfigs in with the descriptive framework
of the grammar. That is, decisions have to be naade what adds to the descriptive value
of the grammar, but an overall coherence and ciemgig has to be maintained insofar as it
is possible.

A clue to the choices made by the authors of be#tmgrars for descriptive analysis is
found in the selected bibliography: the “Biblioghacal Note” at the end of each chapter in
CompGR and the “Further Reading” section at the endCambGR CompGRsimply
provides lists of references for different topiasall with in the particular chapters: no
mention is made of the theoretical (or descriptiapproach adopted in any of those
references, nothing is said about to what exteatdbascription relies on any of those
sources, and no evaluative (or any other type ofproents are made. The “Further
reading” section inCambGRis meant to include only those particular workat tthe
authors have been significantly influenced by @nfrwhich they have drawn important
analytical insights, as well as other works which teader may turn to for further research.
The authors also make it clear that the inclusiba @ork in this section does not mean
they have adopted its position or think its cla@ns correct: “in some cases the value of a
work lies mainly in its defending an analysis wathfficient clarity to permit the reader to

clac 16/2003



18

see how to improve on i{CambGR:1765). The theoretical framework of the workedit

is often mentioned (though often in relation to gative-transformational analyses vs.
others). Evaluative comments are often made. rAdte/e analyses are mentioned and it is
often made explicit which works have been mostugritial for the analysis adopted, while
the reader is sometimes directed to works whickradidditional support for the analysis
adopted or, on the contrary, a competing analysissum, while readers may be left in the
dark about the sources for the data used, as weggoout in the preceding section, they
are not left in the dark as to the most relevantees of the analysis adopted. The “Further
Reading” section offers a careful choice of varibighly significant works, and the
comments made by the authors about the contenhange of these works are invaluable,
especially for linguist readers and linguists-to-be

There is no doubt that the authors have relied oraréety of sources from different
theoretical frameworks for their description (séa, instance, the “Further Readings”
section for “Deixis and anaphora”), but they aldon# that they have drawn many insights
from the generativist work of the last fifty yeafsee Pullum 2002: 2). The reader,
however, should not expect a transformational tfpgpproach, along the lines of the work
carried out by Chomsky and his associates. Gevistaapproaches trace their ancestry to
the pioneer work of Chomsky in the 1950's and 06(QChomsky 1955, 1957, 1965).
Since the mid 1970's, however, two parallel trehdse developed, broadly speaking,
within generative grammar. The first trend is assted with the work of Chomsky, which
since the 1980's has been known as the PrincipldsParameters (P & P) approach
(embodied by Government & Binding Theory (GB) anthre recently, The Minimalist
Program). The second trend consists of a numbreofies, which include, among others,
Generalized Phrase-Structure Grammar (GPSG) (Gazidat. 1985) and Head-Driven
Phrase Structure Grammar (HPSG) (Pollard and S84)319 It is this second trend that
has most influenceBambGR

The differences between the P & P approach anghhase-structure approach adopted in
CambGRare significant. Fundamentally, the former padted a multi-level theory,
transformational rules relating different levelstbé grammar, while the latter generates

1 As well as Lexical-Functional Grammar (Bresnan2)9&elational grammar (Perimutter
1983) and Categorial Grammar (Steedman 1993).
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surface structures directly. Moreover, phrase-fiinec approaches like GPSG provide a
semantic translation for each syntactic rule ahdstit is committed to a model-theoretic
account of natural language semantics along ttes liof Montague gramméfr.Indeed,
much of the early work in this framework in theelatO's and early 80's was devoted to
showing that the adoption of a purely phrase stirecinodel of syntactic analysis, together
with a sufficiently developed semantic theory, wbubermit the construction of
descriptively adequate grammars which did not mage of transformational rules (see
Horrocks 1987: ch 3). Some of the differences betwthese two approaches will become
evident in our discussion in the following secti@specially, 3.2), in which GB is taken as
representative of the P & P approach.

3. LINGUISTIC DESCRIPTION AT WORK: VERBS AND THEIROMPLEMENTS IN
CAMBGR

In this section | examine critically the treatmaitverb complementation i€ambGR
focusing mainly on two constructions: V-P (PartiPleeposition) combinations (3.1) and, in
more detail, non-finite clausal complements (3.Zfhe termcomplement is used in
CambGRfor those functions in clause structure which amore closely related to the verb
and more clearly differentiated by their syntagtioperties” (215) as opposedddjuncts,
which tend to be differentiated by their “semamiioperties” (215). Complements are
‘dependents’ of the V, while adjuncts may be ‘degeis’ (modifiers) or ‘supplements’
(more loosely attached to the V). @ambGRgcomplements are not equivalent to ‘objects’,
since the term is used to include the subject gmddicative’ complements like those
underlined in sentences liked seemed quite competerfhe considered Ed quite
competen{217). Whether subjects and predicatives should ladsincluded under the term
complement is not an issue to be discussed hetethbuuse of the term complement

2 In the Introduction to their book, Gazdetral (1985: 11) say “our efforts to marry a
linguistically interesting generative syntax with explicitly defined semantics place our
work in an arena that few have entered, since usént syntactic research is associated
with no theory of semantics whatsoever.” Horrock88(7: 215-6) defines GPSG as “a
combination of Montague’s approach to the semardfasatural languages and a highly
sophisticated version of X'-theory”. Newmeyer (8)%onsiders the syntax-semantics
relation to be one of the attractions of this tlyeofrhe link between theoretical linguistics
and the work of psychologists and computer scienten parsing and information-
processing has also been pointed out as one agsess.
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henceforth includes only what traditional grammeter to as direct and indirect objects
(as well as prepositional objects). It is indeedtlics restricted use that the notions
employed in chapter 4 to define complements (licepsubcategorization, argumenthood,
selection restrictions and so on) apply most cjearl

3.1. Phrasal complements: V-P combinations

Chapter 4 irCambGRdeals with many interesting issues regarding verbptementation,
some of which have hardly been represented in rrattional grammarse.g.light Vs
(sec. 7)(have a look, take a restnd so on), or have received an inadequate treatme
e.gVs with multiple complementation patterns (secwBich draws on recent research on
verb alternations, especially Levin 1993). Speniahtion has to be made of the section
devoted to V-P(reposition) combinations (sec. 6jiclw focuses on three issues:(i)
Prep(ositional) Vs, where the P is selected by the V (aXim_referred toyour bookand
He congratulatecher_onher promotion)) (ii) Particles positioning between V and object

(as inShe_put inher application);and (iii) V-P idioms ( as| gave upthe struggle)272).
The term>phrasal £, which can be used widely to include all the exkspn (i)-(iii), is
rejected here because it implies that the elementerlined form constituents of the
category V. In the narrow use of the term, phr&saare V + intransitive P combinations,
including the examples in (i) and (iii) (but ndtase in (i))** In fact, most of the
traditional ‘phrasal Vs’ are ifambGRconsidered to be an instance of verbal idioms,glon
with other verbal idioms lik&ou are pulling my legndThis gave the lie to her critics

In general, the analysis presented sm®GRcompares favourably with that GompGR

13 What in CambGRis called complement for descriptive purposesinsilar to what is
known as ‘argument’ in the generative traditionn fact, as the reader can see, the
definitions for complement and adjunct @GambGR A precise definition of these terms
requires use the tools and concepts of a theoretieenework, e.g. in X-theory,
complements are standardly defined as sisterseoYttithin a V', while adjuncts occupy
adjoined positions (sister to V’).

14 1t is worth emphasizing that particles (in thigliomatic and non-idiomatic uses) are
regarded inCambGRas intransitive P, and not as adverbs, as is tee catraditional
grammars likeCompGR The notion of intransitive P, which has beenuatbfor a long
time in theoretical grammars is thus incorporat®d descriptive reference grammars, a
welcome addition. |thank Jon Ortiz de Urbinaldonging this to my attention.
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especially regarding Prep Vs, for which the analysiCambGRis firmly based on the
syntactic evidence showing that the P r@fer tg forms a constituent with the following
NP: [pp to your book] (against the two alternative anadyseCompGR see (1) above).
Where this sequence does not seem to behave as(@dPi| came [across some old
letters]), the authors resort to the notion of ‘fossilieati (see 6.11). Six different types of
Prep Vs are given, of which only two appeaCiompGR(Type |:She looked after her spn
Type 1l He invested his money in propeftyith three subtypes)). The other four include
examples in which both complements of the V ar@gséional:He looked [to her] [for
guidance](mentioned undexOther multi-word verb constructioasn 16.17 inCompGR)
and three types with predicative complemehtsounts [as too short],They regard it [as
successful]andl think [of it] [as indispensable].For each of these types lists are given of
Vs belonging to the different types and specialesaare discussed. The emphasis in
CompGRis, however, on the distinction between Type IpPvs vs. multi-word (phrasal)
Vs, as well as on the idiomatic status of the Pwspin Type Il, but in general the
discussion is shorter and more superficial.

The analysis of the structures in (ii) and (iii) @ambGRcan, however, be confusing at
times and is not radically different from the arsaédygiven inCompGR which deals with
different types of phrasal Vs which vary in theliomatic status: Vs in free combination
being the least idiomatic, as opposed to othesitige phrasal Vs with idiomatic meanings
(She took in the bows. She took in her parentslCambGRalso distinguishes free
combinations from V-P idioms, with varying degreddossilisation and lexicalisation, but
in all cases the P is meant to be an independamdtitgent. Given the emphasis on
constituent structure throughout the grammar, itqiste surprising that the more
lexicalised’ forms are not treated differently finathose in free combination: i.e. with the V
and the P forming a constituent independently ftbenNP, as some sort of compound or
>multi-word= V, using the terminology ifompGR Unless we do that, it is not clear what
the function is of the PP headed by the P in idigmay back my father that loas said to
contain PP-Od-Oi so that this is a ditransitiveustnire with an additional PP whose
function in the structure is unclear.

This is an example in which the theoretical framdwwhich underlieCambGRconstrains

the descriptive analysis. InEnglish Grammar. A Generative Perspecti&jéron &
Haegeman (1999: 4.2), for example, offer an analiysivhich in a sentence likliohn tore
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up the letter the sequenceap the letteris originally a PP, but a subsequent movement
operation ‘incorporates’ thedp into the V, so that at a less abstract level alysis, the V
tear and the Rup form a constituent (incorporation being a reforatioin of the traditional
generative ‘reanalysis’ account of structures likis). Arguments in favour and against
treatingtear upas a single V are examined in detwilCambGRthe notion of fossilisation

iS seen as an alternative to reanalyis in termmadrporation for prepositional V’s like
come acrosgvs. refer to) (see p. 277). Since fossilisation is also usedctmunt for V-
preposition idioms, | assume that a similar analysay be given for cases like those being
considered here. But in the phrase-structure agpréavoured by H & P iIfambGRthere

is no room for a multi-layered type of analysigtiod type offered by Guéron & Haegeman
(1999: 4.2)which can account for both the processes in whia@n¥ P appear to behave as
a unit, as well as for the processes in which V Bndan be considered as independent
constituents?®

3.2. Clausal complements: content clauses and non-finite clauses

The term clausal complements (or complement clausesommonly used for clauses
functioning as complements of Vs, As, Ns and'Ps. | will focus here on clauses
functioning as complements of Vs, like those in((2p):that-clause; (2b, c): interrogative
clauses; (2d)to-clause, and (2e)ing-clause):

She knew that some people would not vote far her

They were wondering whether some people would far her
They asked who would vote for her.

She persuaded them to vote for.her

They remembered voting for her

® oo o

The approach to clausal complements like thos&€)jnn(CambGRdeparts significantly

> A different approach is adopted by Radford (1988ap. 2), where the elemeuif in
The drunks put off the customeisnot an independent P, heading a PP, as oppogkd
equivalent sentence with particle sAifie drunks put the customers. off

18 SeeCambGR(fn 31:1017) for why the authors reject the teporplement clauses’ for
exampledike those in (2a, b. c), which are regarded agerdnclauses (see 3.2.1 here).
Those in (2d, e) are called ‘catenatives’, as wal siee in sec. 3.2.2 below.
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from the more traditional approach @mpGR where these are analysed are instances of
‘nominal clauses’. Nominal clauses (as opposeadwerbial, relative and comparative
clauses) are defined as having functions “that@pprate those of noun phrases: subject,
object, complement, appositive and prepositionahgement’ (CompGR:1047). Their
internal classification is based on their form d@hdir function in the structure: subject,
object and so on (see 15.3-15.6). In chapter [fereht types of Vs are distinguished
(copular, monotransitive, complex transitive anttadhisitive); their (phrasal and clausal)
complement types are discussed in some detailistsdare provided of Vs with the same
complementation patterns.

I have already said that the functional classiftraiof clauses along the lines of that in
CompGRis rejected by the authors GambGR(see 8.2-8.3). I€CambGR subordinate
clauses are defined according to their form: nam@lyfinite clauses (content clauses (ch.
11), relative clauses (ch.12), and comparativesgay(ch.13)), and (ii) non-finite clauses
(ch.14). Quirk etl.'s adverbial clauses are analysedCaimbGRas adjuncts of the clause
in chapter 8 “The clause: adjuncts” and subordisaio CompGR (after, as, before,
once..and so on) are regarded@ambGRas Ps heading a PP with a clausal complement (a
content clause). Issues to do with clausal compi¢atien of Vs are dealt with in chapters
11 (finite clauses) and 14 (non-finite clauseshe Byntactic properties of these structures
are analysed in much more detail @ambGRthan in CompGR (especially non-finite
complements), but readers used to how informatsoprésented in traditional grammars
may find it slightly awkward that subordinate clessare dealt with in so many different
chapters and that aspects of clausal complementafid/s, for instance, appear in two
different chapters depending on whether the clainite or non-finite. In what follows, |
briefly outline the properties of content claused then move on to examine the properties
of non-finite clausal complements of Vs in much endetail.

3.2.1. Content clauses

Among finite clauses, content clauses are definéthimbGRas the default category: “they
lack the special properties of relative and contparaclauses, and their structure is less
different from that of main clauses’(950). Thentefcontent clauses’, taken from
Jespersen, also reflects this default status cldnese is selected simply for its semantic
content, not for a special syntactic property. @ahtlauses are divided according to their
illocutionary type (like main clauses): declaratilige (2a)), open/close interrogative (like
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(2c) and (2b), respectively) and exclamative, wi#itlaratives as the default categtryA
typical content clause is represented as ift3):

3. Clause
Marker: Head:
Subordinator Clause
|
that Subject Predicate
NP VP
your secretary might be leaving

Descriptive representations like (3) are the restitheoretical choices regarding the status
of that and the constituent structure of content clau3ésse choices are mostly explained
in the relevant ‘blue sections’ of this chapterrtigalarly those in section 8, which deal
with the differences between their approach antiadhthe more traditional grammars. For
instance, regarding the statustio&t (andwhetherandif (‘whether’)) as subordinators, in
CambGR a distinction is established between S(ubordinatiass ‘subordinating
conjunctions’ likethat (and alsavhether, ifandfor) and P(preposition)-class conjunctions
(while, until, although, before...Jsee 8.1 for details), following current linguistic

Yn fact, under this definition of content clauses clauses with no special syntactic
features, the inclusion of exclamatives and opdrosiinate interrogativeke | asked
when they were planning to g®rather striking. These are ‘unbounded dependshaind
their special syntactic properties are not radjcdifferent from those of relatives, which
are dealt with in chapter 12 “Relative constructi@and unbounded dependencies”. One
could say that the reason why they are regardedrasnt clauses is because their structure
is not very different from that of a main interrtiga clause. However, the analysis of
subordinate interrogatives (and main interrogatalés) as unbounded dependencies is not
emphasised, maybe in order to avoid stressing tilese structures have in common with
relative clauses, given H & P’s classification ofhtplex structures.

18 p-Markers inCambGRcontain information about both function and catégpotsee ch. 1:
4.2.2.-3). The notion of ‘head’ is very differeindbm the standard use of this term in X'-
theory.
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approaches which have convincingly shown thatbordinators have distinct properties.
As for the binary division of content clauses ifttarker:subordinator] and [head: clause],
this is based on evidence suggesting that thesmeslts behave as independent
constituents (see p. 955).

Whether one agrees with the authors or not on nsalifee this, is not crucial, since the
descriptive analysis that follows offers extremeiteresting and illuminating discussions
of a variety of constructions involving content udas, with an impressive wealth of
examples. Some of the sections in chapter 11 bawbGRat its best: for instance, sec.
4.5 in which content clauses which are complemeait®iouns are analysed (see the
arguments against the analysis of these clauseagmsitive- as inCompGR(1016-7));
the careful distinction between form and meaningughout sec. 5, which deals with
interrogative content clauses; the analysis offtle¢éors favouringvhetheror if in sec. 5.2,
and so on. There are isolated cases, howeverhiohwhe analysis is insightful and
promising, but frustratingly undeveloped, leavingiatal questions unanswered, as for
instance in the discussion sd/such+ content clause (sec. 4.6), where it is arguatlttie
thatclause that follows these elements is a complenientlause structure, not a
complement o$o/such

A lot of the issues mentioned here are set offmalker print in the ‘blue sections’. For the
linguist and the training linguist, the discussiaihgre are often most interesting and
stimulating, but even for other readers, this ishapter in which the ‘blue sections’ are
essential to understand the various theoreticalicesomade by the authors. The same
applies to the ‘blue sections’ in chapter 14, whighreviewed in more detail in the next
section.

3.2.2. Non-finite clauses
Non-finite clauses are dealt with in chapter 14,jclvhis mostly devoted to a detailed

¥ The explanations given for whthat is not the head of the (expanded) clause are,
however, less convincing. Omissibility may work fbat, but not forwhether As for the
fact that Vs select the form of the clause follogvthat (e.g. insist selects a subjunctive
clauseWe insist [that the work binished this week}jwhile hopedoes notWe hope [that the
work befinished this week])one could certainly come up with mechanisms fotw® this fact
within the framework used by the authors.
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description of the syntactic properties of a distiype of complement clause, exclusive to
non-finite clauses, which appears in what is catlesl ‘catenative’ construction. It is a
truly ‘post-theoretical’ (see sec. 2.1 here) dedire analysis, greatly influenced by
generative, non-transformational, phrase structpproaches of the GPSG tyaad,
therefore, at times, radically different from trigoinal analyses of these structures.

A lot of the effort in chapter 14 is devoted toaddishing distinctions between similar
structures not distinguished by traditional gramsramd, conversely, to offering a unitary
analysis of constructions which have been tradiligndealt with separately. This is a
chapter where careful reading of the ‘blue sectimngssential for a better understanding of
the approach adopted. In what follows, | focustluwse aspects in which the description
presented differs from the traditional oife.g. the status ofo), as well as GB-type
generative analyses (the different typesa@dtenative complements).

Three main kinds of non-finite clauses are distisiged, to which H & P refer to as form-
types: infinitival, gerund-participial and past-peipial, as illustrated in (4) (1174) (where
the clauses are complements of the main Vs) :

4. a. Max wanted [to chandes name] infinitival
b. | remember [lockinghe door] gerund-participial

C. His father got [chargedith manslaughter] past-participial

It is mainly inflectional properties that distinghinon-finite clauses from finite clauses, but
there are other differences too: for instance, evimlfinite clauses the subject is obligatory,
non-finite clauses like those in (4) have traditityybeen analysed are subjectless. This is
also the approach followed ambGRand it has its roots in the GPSG analysis of these
constructions. In GPSG, the bracketed structur@a), for instance, is analysed as a bare
VP, rather than as a clause. Notice that the capén here, as well as in traditional
grammars, is that the presence of the VP is endagbstablish clausal status. The
interpretation of the semantic relation betweendjpees and their arguments (the
participant in the event denoted by a predicatedhia framework does not require the
subject position to be projected in sentencesthikse in (4). This contrasts sharply with
what is perhaps the most influential generativeragagh in transfomational theories like
GB. In GB, the bracketed structure in (4a), fstance, is analysed as a clause f@orS
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a CP) with an empty pronominal (PRO) in subjectitpms as required by the (Extended)
Projection Principle, which ensures that predi@tgiment structures are syntactically
represented. There is no analogue for the ProfeBrinciple in GPSG.

To-infinitival clauses may contain a subject introdddy the subordinatdor, as in (5b):

5. a. He arranged [__ to be interviewed first]
b. He arrangeddgr her to be interviewed first]

The elemenfor, traditionally a preposition, is analysed@ambGRas a subordinator (a
marker) introducing a clause (Head). It is therefanalysed as the non-finite equivalent to
that, though its prepositional source is reflected imuanber of properties (see séc4.1).
More controversial is the status of the elem@nas VP subordinator - a marker which
introduces a VP (a head) (1187) (as in (6i) belowhis analysis preferred over an
alternative analysis in whicto is a(n) (auxiliary) verbal head which takes the &#its
complement (as in (6ii) below), which is discussedhe >blue sectios on page 1185.
The two competing analyses are represented below:

6. I. [vp [Marker: subordinatoto] [Head: VP be interviewed firgt]

ii. [ve [Head:V to] [Comp: VP be interviewed firgf]

Both analyses capture the fact ttkmand the following V are neither morphologicallyrno
syntactically bound (i.eto interviewis not analysed as the infinitival form of the dexe
interview). In CambGR (6i) is chosen over (6ii) because the relatiotwkento and the
following VP is very similar to the relation betwethat/whetherand the following clause,

so that all three elements appear to be subordsatblowever, its status as a ‘special’
subordinator is recognized: it can be ‘strandede lauxiliary Vs(l don=t have to__; |
won=t_),and it does not necessarily occupy initial positiothe constituent it markShe
taught her children always to tell the trjthBut the strongest argument against an analysis
of to as a verbal head is that, unlike all other vetiedds to can be omitted in certain
contexts and that it can only head a VP in subatdiglauses.

A third possibility, not considered i@ambGR and which may account for most of its
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properties, is thato is neither a subordinator, nor a verbal head,douinflectional head
(I(NFL)), like modals and affixes likeed and-ing. This has been the standard GB analysis
of this element as represented the two possilslitie (7), which show the pMarriers
analysis, with | as a constituent of S in (7i) ahd Barriers (Chomsky 1986b) analysis,
with functional categories like | projecting thewn phrases (7ii):

7. I. [s[ne PRO] [to] [ve be interviewef
ii. [|p [Np PRO] [= [| tO] [Vp be interviewe]j]

On theoretical grounds, under an analysis alongjriee of (7), we would not need to posit
a ‘special’ subordinator which introduces VPs. ibtalso, that in (6i), the analysis
favoured inCambGR,to + VP form a VP constituent at a higher level. sTisinot true for
either of the two possibilities in (7): in (A) and the VP are independent constituents, as
they are not exhaustively dominated by a commorer{tiee node S, which dominates | and
VP also dominates the subject NP); in (7ii), howeteand the VP form a constituent, as
in (6i), but that constituent is a projection @&h I), unlike in (6i), where it is a higher VP.
There are unfortunate empirical consequences fratialysis chosen i@ambGRsince
there are syntactic processes involving VPs wheinat involveto, as shown, for instance,
in (8) for VP-ellipsis. The contrast between (&ag (8b) is difficult to explain under an
analysis like that in (6i), in whicitnow the lawrandto mow the lawrare both VPs:

8. a. John has to mow the lawn, but | don’t htove
b. *John has to mow the lawn, but I don’t have

An analysis along the lines of (7), however, carb®tontemplated within the descriptive
framework ofCambGR which does not recognize the existence of infbeet heads as
independent constituents, like the theoretical &amrk on which it is most firmly based.
Adherence to this framework provides a fairly cetemt approach to the facts discussed in
chapter 14, but it does raise the question aswodtmng should be the ties between theory
and description, an issue discussed in relatidghg@nalysis of phrasal Vs in sec. 3.1 here.

The influence of phrase structure approaches ofGR&G type is also evident in the
detailed discussion of the different types of ‘cafitve’ complements. Catenatives are a
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distinct type of complement realised exclusively Impn-finite clauses, like the
complements of the Vs in (9) (1177). Catenativestctions can be simple or complex
depending on the absence/ presence of an intery&Hi°

9. i. simple a. Emma hopes to go on holiday.
b. Daniel seems to be worried
ii. complex a. Paul persuadesihna to phone her sister
b Anna believeSue to be ready for the job

Catenative constructions are not exclusive to imes. The construction is also found
with gerund-participlegl resented their being given such favourable meatt) and past-
participles( | had my car stolen)Additionally, four types of complex catenatives are
distinguished (see ch. 14: 1.2)i) with prepositional VS rely on them to look after
themselves)i) with the intervening NP introduced liyr (I arranged for them to go by
bus); (iii) with the intervening NP in genitive case (as he previous example with
resenj; or (iv) in plain (accusative) case, as in the examplg®iih (a construction often
referred to as the ‘accusative + infinitive constion’). Our discussion is going to focus
on examples like those in (9), which have receigedsiderable attention in generative
grammar and are central to chapter 1&€ambGR

In the standard theory transformational analyseh®f60's, constructions like those in (9)
were said to contain ‘equi’ and ‘raising’ predicate€Equi predicates involve ‘control’ of the
reference of the (implicit) subject of the infin# clause by either the matrix subject (10a)
or the matrix object (10b) (where indexes expréss dontrol relation an@ stands for
empty subject (= PRO)):

10. a. Emmatried [ g to go on holiday] subject-control
b. Paul persuadednna; [e to phone her sister] object-control

Constructions with raising predicates, on the otmand, involve a transformational rule
which places the deep structure subject of thefmite-V as either the subject or the object

The term catenative is a reflection of the fadttthe construction can be repeated
recursively, thus yielding a concatenation of Vsmas$She intend$o try to persuadéiim to
help her redecorate her fla{1177) (see, for instance, Palmer 1987: ch. 9).
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of the matrix clause, as in (11a) and (11b), rethpeg (where lines express movement and
t stands for the trace left by the moved elemertsioriginal position):

11. a. Daniel seemst[to be worried] subject-to-subject raising

b. Anna believeSue [ t to be ready for the job]  subject-to-object raising

The standard theory distinction between equi aming Vs is central to the approach to
catenative complements i€ambGR as analysed in non-transformational generative
frameworks. Concerning equi Vs like those in (I®),subject position is projected in the
phrase-structure approaches underlying the deserinalysis inCambGR but the
interpretation of these sentences requires an mstated’ subject with a ‘controlled’
interpretation: the “interpretation of the missisigbject is controlled by an antecedent in
the matrix clause” (1193). ‘Control’ as employed GB and GPSG are rather different
notions. In GB, control theory is a module of gtammar that deals with the interpretation
of empty anaphoric pronominal elements (PRO) in shbject position of non-finite
clauses. In GPSG, control involves an agreemefsatures between the controller and the
controllee, as required by the Control Agreemenindiple (CAP), the semantic
interpretation (i.e. the assignment of denotatittnéinguistic expressions) of the missing
subject being carried out by other means (as sarteo$ modified Montague semantics
(see Horrocks 1987: 207)). While it is clear thia¢ notion of control employed in
CambGRis not that of GB, since these complements are Wigiut subjects, it is not
clear what the authors GlambGRactually mean by a ‘controlled’ interpretation.

‘Raised’ and ‘raising’ do not mean @ambGRwhat they mean in GB, either. The concept
of ‘raising’ as a transformational rule does notkmaany sense outside multi-level
generative theories like GB. Consequently, a mansformational GPSG-like approach is
favoured:Daniel and Sue are generated in the position which they occupy(lih), as
corresponds to phrase structure theories with onéylevel of representation (see sec 2.2.3
here)* Consequently, statements like “the missing subjiec sentences like those in

2L This also reflects a fundamental difference betwée two approaches. The standard
theory analysis in (11) is partly motivated on setitagrounds: the NPBaniel and Sue
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(11b)] is retrievable from the raised complementhie matrix clause{1193) remain rather
mysterious until the syntactic analysis of simptel Zzomplex catenative constructions is
carried out in the sections that follow. Regardsigple catenatives, a distinction is
established between ‘ordinary’ and ‘raised’ sulgegthich correspond to the subjects of
equi and raising predicates, respectively: thuslelBmmais an argument dfy (an agent)

in (10a),Daniel is not an argument cfeemin (11a), but rather it is an argument of the
predicate be worried (the meaning being something like. ‘Seemingly,nigh was
worried’). A raised subject is therefore the sgtitasubject of a V which is higher in the
structure than the one the subject is semanticalted to. A set of arguments, of the type
typically found in the generative literature, amgeg to distinguish Vs likdope (like try)
from Vs like seemin sec, 2.1 and the distinction is extended taugesparticipials(We
enjoyed sailingvs. We kept sailing)n sec. 2.2. The explanations are clear and tq@dfr,
with plenty of relevant examples, showing the graanat its best.

A parallel analysis is presented for plain-compleatenatives in sec. 3.1.1, where
predicates with ‘ordinary’ objects are distingughigom those with ‘raised’ objects, a
distinction equivalent to that between object-cohéind raising-to-object predicatés0b)

vs. (11b) . Like before, raised objects are tdrberpreted as the semantic subject of the
non-finite V. The arguments given in sec. 3.1.8igiinguish betweemtend (with a raised
object, like believg and persuade (with an ordinary object) are amongst those that
distinguish ECM (Exceptional Case-Marking) Vs frafject-control Vs in GB, and they
point towards the subject-like properties of the fdlowing Vs like intend (or believe) as
opposed to the object-like properties of the NRoWwihg persuade relation with finite
complement constructions, relation with passivenitivals, selectional restrictions and
dummy objects?

belong semantically to (are arguments of) the glibhate predicate, not to the main
predicate. The Projection Principle requires tipmedicate-argument relations are
represented at the level of Deep Structure. Tlseme analogue to the Projection Principle
in GPSG, where semantic interpretation is carriatlio a different way (see sec. 2.2.3
here).

2. A special case is that of Vs likentandprefer, which since Postal (1974) have resisted
a coherent analysis. These Vs are analysed asctass of Vs appearing in both simple
and complex constructions, with an ordinary subjjet¢he simple construction and a raised
object in the plain-complex construction. The fiuEt these Vs do not allow passivisation
of the raised object (unlikeelieveor intend) is left unaccounted for, as has been pointed
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It is worth mentioning in relation to this that@B, contrary to the earlier transformational
analyses of the 60°s, there is not a raising-teathjle for structures like (11b), equivalent
to the raising-to-subject rule in (11a). Rathére NP Suein examples like (11b) is
analysed as the subject of an (exceptional) immitlause which is the complement of
believetype Vs (i.e. ECM Vs).. Under this analysis, thgeot-like properties ddue (e.git
can be the subject of the corresponding pasSue was believed to be ready for the job)
are accounted for by the fact that theb®lieveassigns accusative CaseSuoe,the case
assigned by transitive Vs to their syntactic NPeotg. The arguments given to distinguish
persuaddrom intend(or believe)can be used both to claim that the elen&ardin (11b) is

a ‘raised’ object, in the standard transformatioaaalysis and in the analysis adopted in
CambGRand that it is actually the subject of the infinéti complement of an ECM V, as
in the GB analysis. There are arguments in fawafuhe GB analysis and arguments in
favour of raising” but a point in favour of the GB approach is thgtrovides a unitary
account of the argument properties of Vs liktend vs. persuadein sentences with finite
and non-finite clausal complements. Notice thatlevfil2ia) is ungrammatical, because
persuaderequires two complements, as in (12imtend patterns in exactly the opposite
way in (12ii):
12. i *Pat persuadedHat Liz should interview both candidates]

Pat persuaded [LiziHat she should interview both candidates].
Pat intendedlpat Liz should interview both candidates]

*Pat intended [Liz]that she should interview both candidates].

o ® oo

The standard theory raising-to-object analysisvietiike intendis well-established and can
be easily adapted to a particular descriptive fraark, but for a grammar so concerned
with constituent structure, it is surprising thatts like those in (12) (and others like
pronominalisation) are not taken into consideratin@ambGR

out to me by Jon Ortiz de Urbina (personal commaftion).

2 In fact, Postal's (1974) arguments in favour aising never received an adequate
explanation within the GB approach. Converselyrastion facts were not accounted for
under the raising approach. | thank Jon Ortiz d&ina for this observation.
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The section on complex catenatives is completedh wit analysis of théor-complex
construction, the obligue-complex construction gedund-participials. The description is
followed by a classification of catenative Vs ircsen 5, according to what catenative
construction Vs appear in (simple, complex or bothth multiple subdivisions (depending
on whether the Vs takm-infinitival complements, and/or gerund-participed/or past
participial complement, whether they have raisedrdinary subject/object, as well as the
different types of complex catenatives). A uséfialex of Vs is included in sec. 5.5, with
the class they belong to, offering overall a muatrencomplete, accurate and systematic
overview of Vs taking non-finite clausal complenwtitan that ob€EompGR(chapter 16).

A surprising addition to the class of catenatiweauxiliary Vshaveandbe and modals in
their core uses (as markers of mood, tense, agpectoice). A sentence likehe may
phoneis analysed witlphoneas a non-finite complement ofay and a similar analysis is
proposed for the elements underlinedime isat listeningand| haven found it This is

an example of how adopting a particular descripsitandpointi(e. catenatives as special
types of complements) leads to a unitary desonpdif structures which are have not been
traditionally dealt with together. Under the vidvat non-finite complement clauses do not
differ essentially from other objects, structurie Ithose in (10) and (11) and structures
with auxiliaries (whose complement is clearly not @bject) could not be dealt with
together. Sec. 4.2 in chapter 14 is devoted tquit#ication of the analysis of auxiliaries
as catenatives as opposed to ‘the dependent asialydiere auxiliaries are treated as
dependents of a following main V (as@ompGR ch. 3). Due to space limitations, it is
impossible to review here the arguments presemtéavour of the authors’ analysis, but |
would urge linguistically-oriented readers to stuttg relevant ‘blue-sections’ carefully,
which are an excellent example linguistic argumigoiia because of the subtleties of the
arguments and the authors’ efforts to avoid inaeiteacy .

Chapter 14 is representative of the main focuSashbGRto analyse the formal properties
of present-day English structures. Historical dastcannot be used to justify syntactic
distinctions, like the distinction between geruradsl present-participles often found in
descriptive grammars, which is based on their dhfié historical sources (see 4.3).
Syntactic facts, like the different types of caterea complements, receive syntactic
explanations. The authors make it clear that itds possible to assign meanings to the
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different form-types and that the selection of teenative form is not semantically
determined, though it is not altogether randomeejtin the sense that Vs with similar
meanings tend to select the same form-types. Hsecation ofto-infinitivals with
temporal projection into the future is due to thstdrical origin ofto as a preposition
(goal), while the gerund-participial is commonhsasiated with what is actual and current,
which may be connected with the nominal source @dtof these complements. But these
are only “historically-motivated tendencies andoasstions, not constant elements of
meaning” (1241). Having said that, semantic nctibke factivity and discourse factors to
do with information packaging play a crucial ratlesome sections in relation to particular
form-types selected in specific contexts (see®ly-Subjects and extraposed subjects’).

4. SOME PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

Writing a grammar does not differ essentially frdesigning a course. Decisions are made
to suit the purposes of the descriptive framewaork adopts, as well as the readers/students
one has in mind: what data to consider and howdegmnt it, the type of argumentation, use
of linguistic evidence, and so on. For coursesséhchoices have a direct impact on the
structure of lectures, task design and elaboratbriests and exams. In this sense,
CambGRis an extremely useful tool for courses which ®am constituent structure and
whose aim isto provide students with a conceptual framework tlee grammatical
description of English, as well as for courses mhbn linguistic analysis and linguistic
argumentation, in which students are expected ¢ptagh active role and are encouraged to
collaborate in the ‘construction’ of a grammar,heat than being passive readers of
grammars. In this sense, independently from whethree agrees with the analyses
presented or not, one must be grateful to the asittid CambGR for making the
argumentation process explicit at all points

Chapter 14 (some aspects of the content of whicke leen reviewed in the preceding
section) is a clear example of h@ambGRhas been conceived from a methodological
point of view. There are numerous referencesdcctioice of data on which the analysis is
based. Rare and unsystematic examples are dish@ssmistakes, like those in which non-
raising Vs liketry are treated as though they were voice-neutralntesees likéThe exam
papers are trying to be marked by next wg@k/e are trying to mark them’) (see FN 15:
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1197). There are attested examples whose acceptal@hges from marginalThis
constant telling talebas to stopjo fully acceptabléThere was no telling what he might do
nex) but which, according to the authors, resist elegascription, as the kind of ‘hybrid’
(nominal/verbal) construction that may arise wherhistorical change has not been
completed (1189). Acceptability and grammaticaérg carefully distinguished and low
acceptability is not considered relevant for thieaon of a particular analysis. Thus, the
passive sentenc@The parcel began to be unwrapped by hHs low acceptability
compared to the activ@ll began to unwrap the parcebut this is not against the analysis
of beginas a raising V because the two sentences deshebsame situation: there is no
difference in truth conditions, as opposed to wWiagipens with non-raising {&iz hoped
to convince thems. They hoped to be convinced by iz} 97).

This does not mean that the authors are happyctadie ‘unnatural’ examples: different
infinitive Vs are used when compariagk andseem(Kim asked to intervieuhe PMand
Kim seemed to_intimidatéhe PM becauseKim seemed to_interviewhe PM sounds
somewhat unnatural (FN 28, 1215). Similarly, thBopeis used throughout chapter 14 as
a model non-raising V vseemwhich is the model raising V, but when discussigether
Vs like hope which appear in the simple catenative constractinay also appear in the
complex catenative, other Vs are used because hhoojge may takefor as inShe was
hoping for Kim to return safeha finite construction is much more likely thae tomplex
infinitival (She was hoping that Kim would return saféii\l 14: 1197).

There are, of course, examples which appear t@bwatible with more than one analysis,
following the authors’ reasoning. When this is tase, the authors often present what
appears to be the most obvious or immediate asalgsd then provide what they consider
to be the most plausible analysis (at closer insp@c Two instances of this have already
been mentioned: the analysisbh&fginas possibly both a raising and a non-raising Mclvh

is rejected in favour of its analysis as a raisih@1179-1198); and the two competing
analyses of auxiliaries, where, initially, the casargued for their analysis as dependents,
an analysis which is later rejected in favour odithstatus as catenative Vs (sec. 4.2).
While indeterminacy regarding the right analysisimglesirable in the framework they are
adopting, it is interesting that the authors do anaiid discussing borderline cases, like the
‘borderline’ members of the catenative constructiavhich may or may not lend
themselves to the analysis put forward for catgrafis in sec. 4.4.
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Comments about the data appear mostly in footrantdsdetailed, technical argumentation
in favour or against an analysis is often foundthe ‘blue sections’, which provide
interesting pedagogical possibilities for the desifactivities aimed at training students in
linguistic argumentation. To the two examples nuer@d here (the analysis béginand
auxiliary Vs) could be added, for instance, thecdssion about a possible analysis of
‘hollow’ infinitival clauses of the typdax is impossible to live withs raising predicates
(CambGR:1247) or issues to do with structurally ambiguoestsnces involving hollow
clauses such aghey are ready to egCambGR:1248), to mention another of the issues
dealt with in chapter 14.

In sum,CambGRis a descriptive grammar of English with clear agsgtematic underlying
theoretical principles, which offers a variety obsh valuable analyses for an impressive
range of linguistic constructions, based on a wkealt empirical evidence and solid
argumentation. It succeeds in showing the complexi language and the phenomenal
task linguists face in their attempt to systematize It is therefore an invaluable
pedagogical tool for those interested in encoufam exploratory attitude towards data”.
This expression is used by Kilby (1984) in theadtiction to his booloescriptive Syntax
and the English Verlwith whom, I think the authors @ambGRwould fully agree:

"...itis, I think, important to note that one cegsience of using English or any other single
language to exemplify a theory is that the languageds to be simplified somewhat in
order for the essential concepts of the theonetalbarly illustrated. It follows that anyone
looking at one of these works in a critical franfienind will be able to find many points of
detail which are substantially more complex thais iallowed for in such works. More
worrying perhaps, one possible result of traininglding linguists through such works is
that they may begin to believe that such 'laundetath is in fact the real thing, and this
unwittingly encourages the sort of cavalier at@utb data and variability which is
characteristic of much contemporary linguisticsfeél that it is important to add some
counterweight to such works, and to encourage @itoeatory attitude towards linguistic
data" (Kilby 1984: 2)
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5. CONCLUDING REMARKS: THE RESPONSIBILITY OF LINGWTS

This paper has dealt with the relation between rg#se analysis and theoretical
linguistics, as it appears @ambGR. The issues | would like to address in the conclgdin
remarks of this paper have to do with the respadlitgibf linguists to present their ideas in
an appropriate way to a wider audience.

Theoretical linguistics is an exciting field. Wonk this field, as in all areas requiring
specialised academic knowledge, often involvesglsiminded devotion. New analyses
are constantly being proposed to challenge existings, there is a wide range of
formalisms and a high degree of complexity. Baogliists cannot remain in their ivory
towers. Stubbs (1989) has discussed the socibmegility of theoretical linguists, who,
he believes, must try and present their ideas iacarssible way:
“Knowledge about languagés important to professional groups such as edusand
politicians. It has implications for teacher-tiamg and bilingual education, and in fields
such as medicine and law where miscommunicatiohsee® groups of people may have
tragic effects. Linguists therefore have a sawaponsibility to present this knowledge in a
clear and accessible way.” (Stubbs 1989: 29)
By this, Stubbs does not mean that every individimguist should undertake this task;
rather it is linguists as a group that are respmasior presenting the results of their
research in the simplest and clearest form fob#re=fit of society in general.

There are several reasons why linguists’ ideas Hmamely penetrated the widespread
everyday beliefs and myths about language and &gegtieaching and learning that are
prevalent in our culture (e.g. ideas about theideaf language, the place of ‘knowledge
of language’ in language pedagogy and so on; seenfdn 1986 and Stubbs 1989 for an
insightful analysis). Some of these reasons atspecific to theoretical linguistics. On of
these is the inordinate prestige afforded to tleertician. As Stubbs (1989: 29) notes, the
implications and applications of theoretical workvl been denigrated for hundreds of
years by Western academics. Like in many scientiélds, the high prestige goes to the
theoretician, as opposed to the applied linguisg kanguage practitioner or even the
descriptive linguist. Thus, Greenbaum (1987: 4Quas that the term ‘grammarian’, with
reference to the descriptive grammarian, is ofteeduypejoratively as opposed to ‘linguist’
or even ‘syntactician’ with reference to the théiced grammarian. In addition, according
to Stubbs (1989), there is a powerful and influardanti-intellectual tradition which rejects
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the strong rationalist orientation of current worklinguistic theory and which is evident in
traditions of English teaching at university anchaas (in Britain). Perceptions that
theoretical linguistics is too abstract and thaisitrrelevant for language pedagogy are
widely held by a perhaps surprising number of sdcdenguage practitioners and
researchers.

Stubbs (1989: 32) claims that this anti-intelletts&reak “has been encouraged by
generations of university training in the arts #mel humanities”. It is deeply bound to the
simplistic view that there are two ways of appraagithe world corresponding to the arts
and the sciences. Thus, while complexity is takergranted in many areas of scientific
endeavour, linguists is often negatively charaséelias being ‘too complex’. Sadly,
linguists themselves (with a few exceptions) hawaedvery little to counteract this elitist
view of their subject. Stubbs (1989: 35) argues tfoe ‘popularisation’ of linguistic
knowledge and gives linguists a three-fold resgality, “as intelligent citizens with an
informed and analytic interest in social issuedljraguists with a general knowledge about
language as a whole; and as specialists in patibudnches of language study”.

Descriptive grammars, lik€ambGRmay not have the type of audience that Stubbsnhas

mind, but they certainly reach a much wider audgetian specialised academic journals
and books. They fulfill the important role of sya#tizing and interpreting what is known

about language after more than eighty years ofthergence of linguistics as a science,
and they can serve as the basis for the elaborafigedagogical grammars (see Dirven
1986), as well as other practical applicationsaimguage-related fields. Their social value
is, therefore, indisputable, thus vindicating tlis€fulness’ of theoretical linguistics as a
discipline. But, as we said in sec. 2 here, stheerelation between theory and description
is bi-directional, descriptive grammarians also éhav responsibility towards theoretical

(and applied) linguists. In Liceras’s (1989: 202prds, a descriptive grammar must
“provide useful information for defining formal argpological universals, accounting for

learning units, dialectal and social variation,iiimg native speakers’ reflection on their

own language”.

To conclude the position advocated here is thatwbek of theoretical and descriptive

grammarians has implications for each other's prastand that grammars likeambGR
are a great contribution towards bridging the gapwken theory and description. ‘Post-
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theoretical’ grammars of this type suggest the ognaif age of theoretical linguistics as a
coherent and mature scientific discipline that aatast withstand the current broadening of
its audience.
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