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... banal statements are given the appearance of profundity by means of the
not un- formation . . . it should also be possible to laugh the nor un- formation
out of existence . .. [o]ne can cure oneself of the not un- formation by mem-
orizing this sentence: 4 not unblack dog was chasing a not wismall rabbit

cross a not ungreen field.
‘ greenf ‘George Orwell

1. ACCEPTABILITY AND GRAMMATICALITY

In this paper we present a current sample of the rationa]istastrucmralis_t approach to
the study of language.” Specific results are dlsca§sed that may be of interest {o re-
searchers specializing in English syntax, But more important, the present Investigation
is an exampie of how to treat linguistic phenomena as the result of: nteractions
among different systems of linguistic knowledge, We argue that certain acgeptabie
sequences are in fact ungramraatical but they are deemed acceptable by virtue of
* their perceptual comprehensibility. This analysis reduces the generative potential of

1 An earlier version of this paper was read by Laggendoen at !h.e: 1972 ‘Suzﬂmer meeting of the
Linguistic Society of America under the title “Prenominal Negation m.Enghsh.
: 3 As pioneered by Jakobson and Halle (1956), Halle (1964}, and Chomsky and Halle (1_968).
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universal grammatical formalisms and thus strengthens the claims made about what
the child must know to be able to Jearn language.”

The goal of a linguistic grammar is to account directly for the grammatical
status and structure of sentences, Many Contemporary proposals in linguistics derive
critically relevant facts using the assumption that sentence grammaticality is equivalent
to string acceptability. Representative samples of acceptability judgments that
have been interpreted as grammatical ones are given in (1)-(4):* .

{1) (2) *A not happy person entered the room
(b) A not unhappy person entered the room
(2} (a) *Who did you give this book?
(b} Who did vou give this book to?

(3) (a) *Did that the guests slept late inconvenience you?

(b) Did it inconvenience you that the guests slept late?
{4) (2) *Tomorrow I expected him to be there
(b) Tomorrow I expect him to be there

But, as Chomsky {1945} has pointed out, sentence acceptability is to be distin-
guished from grammaticality: acceptability can be characterized within grammar
“ozly in terms of some ‘global’ property that is attributable, not to a particular rule,
but rather to the way in which the rules interrelate in a derivation™ {p. 12}, Accord-

7 ingly, the decision to interpret differences in acceptability in cases like (1)-(4) as

differences in grammaticality has recently led to the development of formalisms that
enable one to mark sentences as ungrammatical on the basis of properties of their
derivations (derivational constraints) or even on the basis of propesties of potential
derivations of other sentences (transderivational constraints).*

The unnecessary use of such formalisms will lead to trivialization of linguistic
theory: the more descriptive potential a formal device has, the ess revealing it is about
the specific ability it represents.’ To accept these powerful formalisms as linguistic
universals is to weaken the interest of the specific claims made about language acqui-
sition and the antecedent properties of the child’s mind. However, if there is no
independently motivated theory of language performance that accounts for differences
in acceptability like those in (1)=(4) one must then accept the grammatical formalisms
in guestion.

As a case in point, let us consider sentences which have center-embedding, If
sentences such as (5a) were to be classified as ungrammatical and those such as (5b)
as grammatical, then the grammar of English would require at least the power of
derivational constraints:

(3) {a) *I watched the man the psychiatrist my mother had worked with jump out the
window } .
(b) I watched the man the psychiatrist had worked with Jjump out the window

3 Examples (1) are adapted from Kiima (1964), examples (2) from Fillmore {19653, examples
(3) from Ross {1967}, and examples (4) from Postal and Ross (1970).

* See, in particular, Lakoit {1969, 1970; 19713,

# There has been, so far, no formal proof that derivational and transderivational censtraints of
the kinds that have been proposed do actually increase the generative capaci ty of theclass of grammars
permitted by the theory. In fact, one can imagine derivational constraints which would restrict the
generative capacity of linguistic grammars {o that of finite-state grammars—or example a constraint
that would limit the degree of sell-embedding 10 seme fixed finite amount {see the discussion of (5) in
the text). However, it is intuitively clear that the ability to make reference at any stage of a derivation
to any othersiage or to mnke reference to other possible derivations increases the descriptive power
that is available (o the grammarian.
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Although there is no fully agreed-upon behavioral theory that accounts com-
pletely for the difference in acceptability between (5a) and (Sb}, most rescgr_chers have
been willing 1o recognize some behavioral theory® as sufficiently plausible so that
grammatical mechanisms are not required here. -

Similarly, were grammaticality the basis for the differ‘ential accegtabx]zty. of
English sentences such as {6) in which Relative Clause Reduction has applied, deriva-
tional constraints would be required within a grammar: .

(6) (s) *The horse raced into the ring belted
(b} The horse ridden into the ring bolted

However, the behavioral explanation is sufficiently well documented in this case to
show that (6a) and (6b) are both fully grammatical.” The unapceptabiiiiy of (62} is
explained by appeal to otherwise motivated perceptual mechanisms. )
In each of these cases, the grammar has been relieved of accounting for cerfain
instapces of differential acceptability by reference to other systems of linguistic
knowledge. A considerable number of systems of language behav'ior h:_ave l?y nOW
been isolated for study-—among them, systems of rhetoric, conversational implicature,
speech production, speech perception, and language acquis}tion. Any or all of these
systems may provide a basis for -acceptability differences ,méep'endent of‘ grammar.
Paradigm examples have been like the case of center.—embed-dmg;_ that is, the un-
acceptability of a grammatical sentence, such as (3a), is described in terms of a be-
havioral process. ]
In this paper we shali be concerned with the problem posed by the contrast in
acceptability between sentence (1a) and sentence (ib). We shall show that both
(1a) and (1b} are ungrammatical but (1b) is acceptable gnd interpretable asa res'ult qf
independently motivated processes of speech perception and conversatxongi impli-
cature. That is, the case of (1a) versus {lb) is one i which the acceptability of an
ungrammatical string is accounted for in terms of its behavioral comprehensibility.

2 GRAMMAR OF NEGATED ATTRIBUTIVE
ADJECTIVE FPHRASES

Let us first examine the descriptive and theoretical problems that would be entailed
by the decision to label {la) ungrammatical and (ib) grammatical. To begin with,
note that the fwo sentences (72) and (79), which correspond directly to structures
underlying (1a) and (1), do not differ in acceptability; both are fully acceptable and
presumably also fully grammatical:

(7) (a) A person who was not happy entered the room
(b} A person who was not unhappy entered the reom

“Therefore, there must be a restriction on cither the Relative Clause Reduction
Rule or the Adjective Phrase Preposing Rule to the effect that (1a) cannot be derived
from (7a) but that (1b) can be derived from (7b). That the restriction must be on
Relative Clause Reduction can be seen {rom the unacceptability of (8), the analog to
(1a) in which the reduced refative clause foilows the head of the noun phrase:

{(8) *Someone not happy entered the room

5 Por example, Miller and Chomsky (1963), Bever (£570).
7 See Bever (1970), Bever and Langendoen {1972).
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As Klima noted, however, Relative Clause Reduction is not restricted if the
adjective, besides being preceded by not, is also modified either by an intensifier or
by a following phrase or clause, as in (9):*

(9) (2) A not very happyfunhappy person entered the room
(b) Someone not very happy/unhappy entered the room
{¢) A personfsomeone not happy/unhappy about the recent polls entered the

room
We therefore may state the restriction on Refative Clause Reduction as follows:

a relative clause may not be reduced just in case it ends in the siring not Adjective,
uniess the adjective is composed of a negative prefix followed by an independently
occurring adiective, Formnally, Relative Clause Reduction can be stated as in {10}:

, Rel
(16 X I [Pro] Tense be Yl £
R

1 2
i & 3
Condition:® Inapplicable if
(&) ¥ = not Adjy, and

{b) Adj; # [Neg] + Adj;
Qtherwise optional ’

M et

The requirement that Adjective not be analyzable into [Neg} + Adjective, is
necessitated by the fact that sentences like {11} are unacceptable {(hence, by hypothesis,
ungrammatical):

{11) (a) *Some not insolent students want o see the dean
(b) *Did he make a not untoward remark about me?
{c) *His uncle left him a not dismantled clock

The input of (11) to rule (10} satisfies the condition that makes the rule in-
applicable: insolent, untoward, dismantled are not analyzable into [Neg] + Adjective
since at most ~solent, -toward, -mantled are categorized as adjective stems.

3. PROBLEMS FOR STANDARD THEORY

Upon closer examination the statement of the rule of Relative Clause Reduction in
(10} turns out to be inadequate. First, note that there is an asymmetry in the accept-
ability judgments having to do ‘with whether the modified element is a noun or an
indefinite pronoun. We observed that {8), the analog to (1z) with an indefinite proncun

# Since the imenéiﬁer enough follows the adjective it modifiss, there may be some disagreement
as to the acceptability of sentences like (a): ]
{a) 7A not large enough box came with the coffeepot

We shall treat such sentences as acceptable. If it should turn out that this is the wroag decision,

the rules we propose can be adjusted accordingly.

® The subscripts on Adjective are for convenience only, to distinguish the full adjective {e.g.,
mhappy) from the adjective that follows the negative prefix (e.g., -fappy). The symbol {Meg] should
be read “negative prefix.”
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as head, was, like (1a), unacceptable. However, sentence {12), the analbg to (1b), is
unacceptable, unlike {ib):
(12) *Someone not unhappy entered the room

“Fhus the second part of the condition in (10) must be dropped in case the element
immediately preceding the relative clause is an indefinite pronoun (someone, some-

thing). _
However generic indefinite pronouns (anyone, anything) can be modified by
reduced relative clauses of any sort whatever.!® Consider in this regard the examples

in (13), ail of which are acceptabie:

(13) {a) Anyone not interested may leave

(by Anything not easy is worthwhiie

(c) Melvin dislikes anything not fattening
This relaxation of the conditien, however, does not extend to generically used nouns,
as illustrated in {14}
(14) (a) *Any not interested person may leave

{b) *Any not easy project is worthwhile

{¢) *Melvin dislikes any not fattening food

Given the facts in (12)-(14), the condition on Relative Clause Reduction must
be amended as in {15):

(15) Condition: Tnapplicable if

() ¥=X Nand Y= nof Adj, and Adj, # [Neg] + Adj
= Indef -
(b} ¥ = X' | Nongener and Y = not Adj;

Pro

The requirement that Adjective not be analyzable into {Neg] + Adjective, is not
strong encugh, however. Consider (16):

(16) *Sheila wants to meet a not unmarried man

Clearly unrnarried is analyzable into [Neg} + Adjective,, yet (16) is unaccep%abié?

The reason, apparently, is that married and unmarried denote 1Wo mutually exclusive
states. It is sufficient for Relative Clause Reduction to be blocked if an explicitly
negated negatively prefixed adjective and its unprefixed counterpart do not denote
two ends of a continuous scale with respect ta the noun being modified.*! Thus we
must alter the condition (15) to read as in {17}: )

(17) Condition: Inapplicable if
(@) X = X" Nand Y = not Adj, and
{Adj, # [Neg] + Adj, or (Adj, or Adj, = {Noncoatinuous]}}

10 This was pointed out to us by 1. R, Ross. See also Ress (1972, pp. T0-713.

13 Whether an adjective is marked 3s continuous or poncontinuous is not ahvays clear and
perhaps may vary {rom person to person in Some cascs. Thus one can imagine a person wio cate-
gorized people into exactly two classes with respect Lo holiness—hely and unholy. Presumably such 2
person would refuse to accept the phrase a not unkoly man, whereas another parsosn who considers
there to be a holiness continuum would accept it readily.
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= Indef -
(b) X = X’ | Nongener and Y = not Adj,
Pro

Even with this modification the condition is stili too weak. We must also specify
that Adjective, and Adjective, have exactly the same meaning, save for the con-
sribution of the negative prefix of Adjective;. Examples are legion, Consider (18):12

{(18) {a) *He emitted a not unearthly scream

(b) *Sam bought his wife some not unusuat clothes

We must therefore build into the restriction on Relative Clause Reduction the

‘additional qualification that the rule is inapplicable if Adjective; and Adjective,

differ in meaning beyond the difference supplied by [Neg]. Such a qualification, how-
ever, is not statable in the theory of Chomsky (1965) {the so-called Standard Theory),
assuming that -earthly and -usual of unearthly and unusual are categorized as Adjective.
To avoid this impasse, we would have 10 assign to all negatively prefixed adiectives
Yike unearthly a special bracketing, analogous o the bracketing of insolent, in which

“-garthly is not given the label “Adjective” but rather some special label such as

“Adjective-Stem.” In this way Standard Theory could account for cases like those
in{(18).

Such a decision, however, leads to unacceptable consequences for lexical repre-
sentation and hence cannot be generally applied.’* Consider, for example, the lexical
jtems healthy and unhealthy. Both items are polysemous, and in some of their senses,

Tisted in (19), they differ only fo the extent supplied by the prefix un-2¥*

(19) (a) healthy (i) inastate of good health
(i) conducive to good health
(iii) indicative of good health or of a rational or comstructive
frame of mind
(b) unhealthy (}) ina state of il! health
(i) condugive to ill health
(ji) indicative of iil health or of an irrational or destructive frame
of mind

Accordingly, phrases of the type a not unthealthy N are acceptable when unhealithy

" is used in any of the senses of (19b}. But both healrhy and unhealthy also have senses

that are unmatched by corresponding senses in the other, as shown in (20):

(20 {a) healthy  (iv) sizable
(b} unhealthy {iv} dangerous

- 12 Qur acceptability intuitions about cases like (18) have interesting properlies. At first it
appears that the sentences are acceptable; then, upon reffection as to their meaning, their unaccept-
sbhility emerges. Our explanation for this in terms of the general solution proposed in Section 7
is the following: the sentences comtain phrases thal are superficially analyzable in terms of the per-
ceptual schema (34c), but once thev are so analyzed, their interpretation is seen to be anomalous
(for example, “He emitted 2 slightly to moderately earthly scream” for (18a)).

13 The decision would be right only for those cases in which an adjective stem, by accident, is
homophonous with & tue adjective with an entirely different meaning, Neither of the cases in {18},
however, strikes us as rmeeting this criterion. .

£+ The definitions in (19) and (20) are based on the entrics that appear under healthy and
unhealthy in The American Heritage Dictionary.




398 Can a Not Unhappy Person Be Called a Not Sad One? B

: L 13 s 18
The fact that healthy has the additional sense ‘sizable’ is not _probl%ma‘tsc,
However, the sense ‘dangerous’ for unhealthy does present a probiem since phrases of
the type 2: not unhealthy N, in which unhealthy is used in this sense, are unaceeptable,
as illustrated in (21): '

(21) *Dor’t take any not unhealthy risks

To adopt the solution that unhealthy with the sense ‘dangerous’ is nottaqalyzattéi;e
into the negative prefix un- and the adiective ireallgry would he ;nc(;:rrgcT;mce h_s
sense of unhealthy cleatly belongs with the ot_h_ers. Thereforc ?tan ar eory has
no mechanism to account for the unacceptability of cases like {21).

(22):

(22) {a) *The bishop favored the not impious regent
{b) *Maude wants to marry a not impotent man

Semantically, the relation of impious 10 pious (similarly, impotent to potent) is

that of unhappy to happy: they mean the same save forthe cc;_ntibu;ion of thelneguafgzi
i i i i the first vowel. Using
. But phonologically they differ in _the q.uaht_y o VoW :
gkfg;sky anicjl Halle's (1968} informal spelling, pious s p{aus and -pious is -pEous.
The E of -pEous is derived from underlying -plous by a la)gng rule (anc% a subseque.ntg
rule which tenses vowels in prevocalic position). The laxing rule applies to 2 v?w_e
which immediately follows a stressed syilable and which is not the final syllable in
the word. Formally, the rule is 0317

(23) V — [—tense] / [+stress]Co__CoV

The effect of rule (23) can also be seen in such examples as mfm;te (Eg;z
-in+ flInli—compare finite), barometer (from bar0+mE£er-—comp§?e mererfﬁ, nre(froﬂ-
{from reld!+ive—compare re[afz‘an), bicycle (from bi+ clcle}, and maturalio 1

aFFn. o - . '

malbé;;lz::g;f;tizmﬁfiﬁ rZﬁg‘?ge -pious of impious o not differ in thegr systematic
phonemic represer;iation: both are rep‘resented pfou;. But if pfou.i ang -pﬁmsdh%\;}eezhe
same meaning and are represented alike phonologically, how ccml t2n u;u't The \:?é
account for the unacceptability of (22)? The relevant falctog, clez}r%}, zs1 tha the two
forms differ phoretically as a consequence of the application of t glﬁ_ax;nuerin o
impious. However, Standard Theory cannot make refe;:ence to that : ; _;erencld 7 the
" formulation of a restriction con a syntactic t{aqsformatxon. ‘Angi even if i co; "-mibu
would be no way of referring to the pronunciation of the adjective pious 1n @ deny

of a sentence that contains only the adjective impious. The constraint would have to

13 For‘some peopie, however, rof unhealthy may acceptably be used to mean ‘slightly to
moderately sizable’, as in (a): ‘
{a) The president fled 10 Venezueia with a not unhealthy share of the profits

igni [ this fact is discussed ia note 29, . )

The S}%ﬂﬁ;ﬁgﬁfyot‘i\_ 1rsnzw say that the sense ‘dangerous’ for mfheafrhy is ,cierwable from thF sense
‘conducive ig ill‘ health"by generalizing the netioz} ‘il; hi;a;i%h i? z}zrm. Such & geaeraiizaticn,
bscure the underiving relation of nnhealtny }e realthy. ) )
hawe‘{?’ri{?)?:s(?%li{; ohvipusly related 10 Chomsky and Halle's rule (118d}, the I_ast line of thet[rt
Auxifiary Reduction Rule 1 (1963, p. 125), which they deveigp 1o hand!e the rcdu_cnon of thz p;nu;
inuwordrs?llik" aedeisory {from advise+ Ory). \What our discussion shows is that their rule {118 yhasa
rmore extensive application than they supposed.

These cases do not exhaust the list of difficulties for Standard Theory. Conﬂsi_der |
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refer to a quasi-phonetic form that does not appear in the derivation of the sentence
in question, a possibility that does not exist within Standard Theory.'®

One could argue that condition {17) handles most of the cases and that the.
remaining problems can be listed as idiomatic exceptions to the rule of Relative

Clause Reduction. But such a list would provide no explanation of why just these
cases are exceptional. :

4. & SOLUTION WITHIN GENERATIVE SEMANTICS

Having shown that Standard Theory is incapable of providing a natural account of
negated attributive adjective constructions, we will now demonstrate that Generative
Semantics is more than adequate to the task. This should not be surprising, given the
fact that the theory permits reference to all stages of a derivation at any given stage
(derivational constraints) and even to other possible derivations (iransderivational
constraints).

Recal the problematic cases for Standard Theory, which are illustrated in (18),
(21), and (22). In (18) we find examples like wreartly and wnusual, in which the mean-
ing of the full adjective is different from the compositional meaning of the negative
prefix and the adjective that follows it (-earthly and ~usual). One possible treatment for
such cases within Generative Semantics is to specify a coastraint that noun phrases
of the type X nof Adjective, Noun, where Adjective, = [Neg] + Adjective,, are ili-
formed just in case the material that corresponds to Adjective, in a derivation of a
noun phrase of the type X Adjective, Noun is different from the material that corre-
sponds to Adjective, in the original derivation or in case there is no derivation that
leads to a weli-formed noun phrase of the latter type.*® The constraint is both der-
ivational (requiring simultaneous reference fo a stage preceding lexical insertion and
a stage following relative clause reduction} and transderivational {requiring reference
to other derivations or to the nonexistence of other derivations of a cerfain type).

The case of (21) would receive a similar treatment. Prior to lexical insertion, the
material corresponding to #ealthy in the derivation of (21) would be the structure
-corresponding to the notion ‘safe’. This semantic stracture is not one of the possible

prelexical structures underlying fiealthy in the derivation of the corresponding
sentence (24):

{24} *Don’t take any healthy risks

Thus (21} is ill-formed.

Finally, consider (22). Te account for the unacceptability of this type of sen-
tence, we would simply add to the transderivational part of the constraint that

Adjective, in the phrase X ﬂAdj‘GCtiVE;\NOHH is phonetically the same as Adjective, in

XAnozﬁ[Neg} + Adjective;Noun after the application of the morphophonemic rules
of vowel laxing.

1B See examples (d)-{g) in note 28 {or other cases of this sort.

19 A penerative semanticist could argue shat his approach to this situation enables one to avoid
the ad hoc and arbitrary maneuver of considering -earfily and -uswal (0 be adjective stems. ather
than adjectives. For other arguments that claim that Generative Semantics offers an alfernative to
“arbitrary syntax,” see Lakoff (1972} and Postal {1%70).
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5. A SOLUTION WITHIN EXTENDED , -
STANDARD THEORY !

Since the description of the cases under considera_tsion_ appears to involve the full
panoply of power available to Generative Semantics, it is surprising that the Ex-
tended Standard Theory (Chomsky (1971)), with one modification, can also account
for these cases. It is not usually supposed that the Extended Standard Theory prowc'ies
as much increased descriptive latitude over the Standard Theory as does Generatfve
Semantics, However, all that must be assumed is that reducefi reEa;xve clauses receive
their semantic interpretation {including semantic amalgamation with the bead noun)
following the rule of Relative Clause Reduction rat‘her than.m. fieep structure.

This assumption is not unreasenahle in vie“f of the possibili ty that there are real,
though subtle, differences in interpretation assigned to the object noun phrases in
(25a) and (25b):

(25) (a) 1 see an elephant that is small
{b) I see a small elephant

To see these differences, suppose that (25a} anq (25b) are the first premises of
the two arguments whose second premises are given in (26):

(26) (2) An elephant is 2n animal
(b) An ¢lephant is an animal

Substituting animal for elephant whenever it appears in {25), we obtain (27):

(27) (a) I see an animal that is small
(&) 1 see a small animal

i id i from (25a) and
For many people, (27a) would be cons%c‘ier‘ed a valid inference
(262), but (27b) would be considered an invalid inference from (25b) and (26b). Th'us
it would appear that (25b}, which is derived from the structure that also u.nderh‘es
(25a) by Relative Clause Reduction and Adjective Preposing, differs semantically in
an ever-so-slight way from (25a).2° ‘ ) .
Suppose, then, that we accept the view that there is a surface interpretation o

29 We believe, however, that the difference in intefpretation between ﬁfﬂ and reduced r_elat'w::
clauses is rhetorical rather than semantic, Thatis, botk (25a) and (25b) are ambiguous: thcﬁsubsi!m;‘ic\m
of animal for elephant leads to a vaiid conclusion in one reading and to an invalid one in tr,ze ot l;t._l',
and this is truze for both examples, The reduced rela:xv_e ciause'styuc:mre simply highlights tyeirnadoré_?,‘m
which the substitution leads invalidiy to the conclusion. This is so because the surf‘acc :;trs.ng A jee-
tive Noun gives perceptual salience to the interpreta_{i(}n inwhich theadjective 1‘? to be;udget{ in fe}az’an
to the noun rather than in an absolute sense {that is, “sma.ll for an elephant™); the surface st}—:g‘, in
which the adjective is separated {rom the noun by the rcflutxvc pronou'r;l and the c‘opu}a gives saii'er_zc,g
to the absolute interpretation of the adjective. This case Is very muc}} iile that _of :entenc_e%contmmfnb
two quantifiers for which there is a preferted reading based on which quantifier cog':c:;l irst, as, o-:
example, in Afany arrows hit few targets and Few targeis were kit b ¥ WAV Qrrows. Indeed it ma?' gund
out that all of the central cases motivating semantic sensitivity to surfa.e structure can be exglaine
by mechanisms outside the grammar. (See Katz (1972, Chapter 8).)
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Adjective-Noun combinations in English, and suppose that we are faced with the
guestion of how to interpret the surface noun phrase-configuration (28):

(28) ADJ,

X not [NEG} + ADJ, N

We proceed as follows. First we determine the senses of Adjective; that are
compatible with the noun. We then construct the antonyms of these senses, assign
the readings to Adjective,, and declare that the interpretation is that of (29):

(29) X slightly to moderately Adi, N

The interpretation (29), however, is well-formed {grammatical) only if Adjective,
is lexically represented as having at least one of the senses assigned to it by the inter-
pretive rule. Given the surface noun phrases in- (30), this rule would assign the
interpretations in {31):

(30) (2) a not unhappy man
(b) a not unhealthy man
(¢) a not unearthly scream
(d) a not unhealthy risk
(31) (a) a slightly to moderately happy (in a state of emotional well-being) man
" {b) a slightly to moderately kealthy (in a state of good hezlth) man
(c) a slightly to moderately earthly (not weird, ordinary) scream
(d) a slightly to moderately healthy (safe) risk

Both (312) and (3!b) are weil-formed interpretations since the independent
lexical items Aappy and lhealthy within them have the interpretations assigned fo them
by the interpretive rule. But (31c) and (31d) are not weli-formed since earthily does not
mean ‘not weird, ordinary’ and healthy does not mean ‘safe’,

To handle the unacceptability of phrases like a not impious regent in (222), how-

" ever, the Extended Standard Theory wouid have to have the power of examining the

output of phonological rules such as (23), since the surface structure representations
of such phrases would not distinguish them from acceptable phrases like a not im-
possible situation. Rule (23) is either a cyelic rule or a post-cyclic rule since it makes
reference to stress placement. In either case the internal Jabeled bracketing would
have been erased, destreying the information necessary for constructing a semantic
tepresentation. Therefore the theory would have to be modified further in one of two
ways: either it would have to abandon the principle that labeled bracketing is erased
after each cyele or it wouid have to permit the existence of derivational constraints
that hold between surface structure and phonetic representation. Either choice
would add descriptive power to the theory, thus reducing its explanatory capacity.?}

% Presumably, Generative Semantics and Extended Standard Theory would treat cases of
phrase-ineorporated ner with predicate adjectives in a similar manner. These cases appear to be

governed by the same set of restrictions that applies to the prenominal cases, as exemplified in (a)
and {b): ’



402 Can a Not Unhappy Person Be Called a Not Sad One
6. A MOVE TO SAVE STANDARD THEORY

To summarize, we have shown that if we are obliged to account wi.tf:xin. the grammar
for the acceptability judgments concerning negzzted_ attnbutz\:e _ad_;ectwe phrases in
English, then Standard Theory must be abandoned in favor of euhe{ the much more
powerful theory of Generative Semantics or a more powerful version of Extendgd
Standard Theory. It is clear that the problem with Standard Theory is the complexity
involved in the theoretical extensions needed to make it sensitive to .the‘ internal
morphology of adjectives with negative prefixes, Suppose we accept this limitation
and add to Standard Theory the following universal constraint, which increases the
restrictiveness of the theory: no syntactic transformational rule is permi!tec{ to ma/_ce use
of the internal morphological structure of lexical z‘lems..” The effect of this restriction
on the statement of the rule of Relative Clause Reduction would be the elimination of

that part of the condition on inapplicability that refers to the analysis of an adjective

into a negative prefix and another adjective, Thus, the rule would now have the form
(32): . .

(32) ¥ [Rd] Tense be ¥ |g 2

Pro
e e ittt e pisirime
1 2 3
I ¢ 3

{a) Harry was oftes not unfriendly
. intrepid}
{b) *Harry was often not {Empio_us
Generative Semantics would mark cases like (b} as ungrammatical. Extended Standard Th;‘.ory
would include a generalized form of the interpretive rule (28)-(29) that could apply to predicate
adjective structures as well. This, however, has some unfortunate consequences for the treatment gf
ronechoic, noncontrastive tag question formation, which has usually been taken as a paradigmatic
example of a syntactic phenomenon. Consider ()}{{): .

(¢} Harry fwas not] unhappy, was he?
{d} Harry was [not unhappy), wasa’t he?
{e) Harry [was not} happy, was he?

(f) Harry was [not happy], wasa't he?

Presumably, the surface interpretive rule would 'fﬂlsw sentences like (d), () to be generated
freely with the assumption that ro? (pndhappy is a con.stztuent.‘Senteace (f},_ woum' then be markefi as
semantically anomalous by virtue of the fact that no interpretive rule applies to simple canstruclnons
of the type notnAd}’ectivc. That is, (f) would be marked as syntactic_aily well-formed but semantically
anomalous. This consequence, of course, is not further proof of Fhe madequacy_of ExtendcdﬂSiandgrd
Theory but is certainly at variance with the previously well-motivaied assumplion that tag formation
i i Cess. )
® as};gmlﬁgtcaiﬁ{ feature-sensitive transformations such as Subjgct—Verb Agreement and polarity-
adjustment rules (for example, the rule that speciﬁa§ the ccnd'mcns under which items like any,
ever, and ar afl occur) are stated in terms of semantico-syntactic features, not word-x_ntemal mor-
phemes, Thus the proposed universal restriction would have no adverse t':fz‘ect elsew%&cr& ina Standard
Theory account of English syntax. The restriction may huve to be slightly modified, however, to
allow for such phecomena as separable prefixes, as in German and Dutch,
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C.ondit-ion: Inapplicable if

N
Indef
Nongener
Pro

Otherwise optional

X=x" and ¥ = narﬂfﬁéj

Rule (32) specifies that (1a) and (ib) are both ungrémmatica], despife the
acceptability of the latter. This simplifies the grammar but requires an explanation of
the acceptability of (I1b).

7. A BEHAVIORAL ACCOUNT OF THE MEANING AND
ACCEPTABILITY OF A RELATED CONSTRUCTION

{n order to understand the basis for the acceptability of (1b), it is necessary to consider
the mechanism for the perception of speech. Recent research has isclated various
systems of this component. The most pertinent to the present discussion is a set
of perceptual strategies, operations which utilize information in surface strings to
assigni directly their deep structure relations. Recent experimental evidence supports
the view that the words in a surface sequence are first assigned their possible lexical
classification.®® Other experimental evidence supports the view that perceptual
strategies are schemata which take the lexically labeled strings as input and mark
them directly for deep structure relations, without processing intermediate levels of
representation.*® The’ best-studied example of such a strategy is one which assigns
the “actor-action™ relation to a clause-initial NPV string (33):

—~

(33) NPV — NPyuor Vaction

Of course, strategies such as (33} are not rules which define well-formedness
since they allow exceptions. (For exampie, (33) is inappropriate to passive sentences
or to object-first cleft sentences, as is reflected in their relative perceptual complexity.)
Rather, such operations appear to be incorporated as an early stage of perceptual
processing because of their general validity, '

Such strategies also apply to assign relations within phrases. For example, rules
like (34) would assign a particular relation correctly in almost every case in English:

(34) (@) DETADI N — DET ADJmoginerorss N
(b) DET ADV ADJ N — DET ADVmodiﬁ:rcfADJ ADJmodiﬁcro!'N N
&) DET ADV,ADV,;ADI'N -
DET ADVmodiﬁcrofADV; ADVmodiﬁcrot'ADS ADJmodiﬁcrafN N
The psychological interpretation for such labeled struciures is a function of

semantic analysis together with the analysis provided by such systeras as rhetoric and
conversational implicature. Consider, for exampie, {35); ’

3 Bee Garrett (1970} and Conrad (1972,
4 See Fador and Garrett {1966), Bever {1570}, and Fodor, Bever, and Garrett {in press).
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- {35) He has a not very expensive apartment

Its literal interpretation is paraphrased in (36); note that nor simply negates that part
of the price dimension denoted by very expensive:

{36) He has an apartment which is expensive to 4 ROt very extreme deﬂree

However, the interpretation that is often given to sentences like (35) is something like
(37):

(37} He has a slightly to moderately inexpensive apartment

Thus the pure semantic interpretation of (35) does not correspond to the inter-
pretation which is more likely to be associated with it. A possible conclusion is that
the proposed semantic inmterpretation is wrong. However, that would incorreetly
entail that the pure semantic interpretation of (33) is not a possible interpretation
for it.

A more promising line of investigation is provided by Grice’s theory of con-
versational implicatures (Grice (1968)}), which assigns interpretation {(37) to (35} as a
function of the literal interpretation (36) together with inferences based on conversa-
tional “maxims.” The relevant maxim here would be that of “Quantity”: make your
(conversational) contribution as informative as required.

Suppose (35) is given as an answer to the guestion {38):

(38) How expensive an apartment does Horace have?

In such a case the literal meaning of {35) is an apparent viclation of the maxim of
Quantity: it answers a request for positive information about a continuum denoted
by the unmarked adjective expensive with a denial of only one position on that
continuum.”® This leaves open all the other positions on the “expensive” side of the
continuum~—*rather expensive,” “slightly expensive,” and so on. Thus, the questioner
is free to assume that the literal interpretation of the answer was not intended because
it violates the maxim of Quantity. The task then becomss to determine the intended
Interpretation. The questioner may reason as follows. If the answerer had intended
to communicate any specific degree of expensiveness in conformity with the maxim
of quantity, then he or she would have used one of the positive adverbs (e.g., presty,

_ slightly) with the adjective in framing the answer. Thus, the questioner can assume
that the answerer intended to indicate a range on the “inexpensive” side of the
continuum. But that range cannot be the one deaoted by very inexpensive since what
was said was the explicit negation, namely, not very expensive. Hence, by exclusion,
the questioner is feft with the interpretation “slightly to moderately inexpensive’ as the
intended meaning.

This line of reasoning and its conclusion are strengthened by an independent
rhetorical principle, namely, that one shouid strive for parallelism: one shouild not
answer a question using expensive with a construction using inexpensive. Accordingly,
(39) as a response to (38} would be heard as slightly abrupt, almost disagreeable:

(39) He has a pretty inexpensive apartment

Thus, if in fact Horace has a pretty {(buf not very) insxpensive apartment, the
respondent to the queszion {38) has the choice of either the abrupt {39) or the pelite
but somewhat more prolix {33} -

The analisis just given correctly predicts an asymmetcy in the nafura] inter-
pretations of answers to questions framed in terms of marked 2nd unmarked adjectives.

25 1t is not necessarily a violation, however, since this may be all the information that is available
-to the answerer, in which case to say more wouid be in viclation of one of the maxims of Quality.

.
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Counsider the question-answer dialog (40)-(41), as comparad with the dialog {38}-(35):

{40) How incxpensive an apartment does Horace have?
{41} He has a not very inexpensive apariment

Example (41) does not contain the conversational meaning ‘slightly to moderately
expensive’ but can be taken oniy literally as containing the meaning ‘inexpensive to a
not very extreme degree’. This is so because the use of the marked adjective inexpensive
in the gquestion in (40) conveys the presupposition that Horace’s apartment is
inexpensive to some degree. The respondent in this case cannot be interpreted as
denying this presupposition. Thus the questioner here would conclude that the answer
is vague because the answerer could not be more precise (that is, the answerer was
actually obeying the maxim of Quality).

In summary, then, we find that phrascs of the type Determiner nof Intenmfymg-
Adverb Unmarked- -Adjective Noun have possxble nonliteral m{erpretauons which
woziid literally be rendered by Determiner shightly to nioderately Marked-Adjec-
tive Noun. These interpretations are consequences of the application of rules that
determine conversational implicatures. Moreover, it appears to be the case that these
nonliteral interpretations can be supplied by speakers even in the absence of a con-
versational setting. To the extent that they can, the rules have become generalized,*®
that is, they are part of a system of surface interpretive rules that are not part of the
grammar of English.

8. WHY WE CAN S5AY A NOT UNHAPPY PERSON
EVEN THOUGH IT IS UNGRAMMATICAL

We can now explain the acceptaliility of sentences like {1b) in terms of the perceptual
mechanisms. Consider the perceptual strategy in (34c). This operates correctly on
sequences like (42) to assign the scope of the initial #ot as the following adverb:

(42) the not {"e‘y

clearly] happy boy

Since such strategies operate on a preliminary lexical-class analysis of the input
as it is heard, they sometimes apply bebaviorally in instances where their structural
index is met only approximately. For example, consider the sentences in (43}, each
of which contains a negdted attributive adiective, while the adjective contains an
adverblike prefix.

(43) (a) Harry’s not overdeveloped muscles were not up to the task
{b} We worship a not all-powerfui deity
{c) A not supersaturated solution is what we need
{d) They are certainly a not underdeveloped tribe

Apparently, the no? can combine in perception with the prefixes over-, all-,
super-, under- by the application of (34¢), provided that what remains after the prefix
kas been removed is an ddjéC;i‘\«'e that plausibly modifies the noun that follows it. In
(43) this proviso is met; in (44) it is not, and the examples are accordingly unaccept-
able:

{44) (a) *Tsidor has a not overweening personality
{(b) *The not overturned decision was the basis for his case

26 8ee Grice (1968, pp. 21-23).
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The explanation for the acceptability of seatences like (1B} is of exactly the same
form. The subject noun phrase is misanalyzed perceptually as in (34c), with un- being
treated as a negative intensifying adverb that modifies the adjective fappy. .

Immediately most of the problematic acceptability judgments given in Section 3
receive their proper explanation. The most serious problem was that the adjective
that remained after separating the negative prefix had 1o be perspicuous as an inde-
pendent modifier of the following noun. But phrases containing negated adjectives
cannot be misanalyzed in accordance with (34c) unless what follows the negative
prefix is perspicuous as an adjective. If the mechanism that assigns lexical-class
membership in perception cannot assign adjectival status to the element that im-
mediately follows a negative prefix, then (34c) will not be activated.?”

Now consider the interpretation that is given to the subject noun phrase of (Lb),

namety (45): _
(45) a slightly to moderately happy persoa

Given that the negative prefix is classified in perception as an intensifying adverb
(in the same class as very, but with negative sense), then (45) follows by virtue of the
generalized coaversational implicatures governing expressicns of the type Deter-

miner"notﬁintensifying—AdverbAUnmarked-AdjectivehNO\m. In fact (ib) does not
have a literal interpretation, but of course that is just what we would expect, since
on our analysis it is ungrammatical. \

9, ACCEPTABILITY AND GRAMMATICALITY —REPRISE

Our analysis of the acceptability of sentences like (1b) represents a departure from the
usual assumption that if a seatence is acceptable, it is gramrmatical.2® It is commonly
accepted that ordinary speech behavior is filled with ungrammatical utterances that
are used simply because they are behaviorally simpie and comprehensible-in specific
contexts. On our analysis, (1b) is ungrammatical, but it is acceptable in most contexts
due to the applicability of a general perceptual strategy, {34c). The methodological
basis for this decision is straightforward. On the one hand, to treat such sentences as
grammatical, while treating sentences Jike {la) as ungrammatical, places extremely
strong formal requirements on grammatical theory-—in particuiar, a transderivational
constraint that is senasitive to the cutput of the phonological component. On the other

27 Gee note 12 for evidence that in cases like @ nor wnearthly scream in (18a) a preliminary
lexical-class assignment in conformity with the left-hand side of (34¢c) may be made, only to be rejected
because it cannot be interpreted.

The fact that phrases like someone not unhappy in (12) arc unacceptable follows from the fact
that the schema (34¢) operates on prosominal modifiers. The unacceptability of a not vnmarried man
in (16) results from the anomalous character of its interpretation, ‘a slightly to moderately married
man’. Finally, the unacceptabiiity of the not impions regent (22} results from the fact that -pEous
not a perspicuous representasion of plous.

% One precedent for this departure is Chomsky’s claim (1976, pp. 193--194) that pheases of the
type (a) are ungrammatical but acceptable:

(a) his criticism of the book before he read it

However, Chomsky does not cite any independent evidence from the theory of language uss to support
his coniention: rather, his argument is simply that since his theory (the Lexicalist Hypothesis)
predicts that () is ungrammatical, it must be so, even il it is acceptably. More recently Otero {1972}
has argued that certain Spanish sentences in which the verb agrees in number with the direct object
rather than with the subject are acceptable but ungrammaticai. He, too, argues that since such
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band, the acceptability of such sentences may be accounted for in terms of an inde-
pendently motivated perceptual theory. Thus we conclude that both sentences {Ia)
and (1b) are ungrammatical but that (1b) is acceptable because it is comprehensible.

This methodology is not only straightforward, it also offers a principled basis for
the notion of “analogy” within the theory of language behavior. Our claim in Section
8 was that certain adjective prefixes may be misanalyzed perceptually as intensifying
adverbs which modify the adjectives to which they are prefixed. The process of per-
ceptual misanalysis would appear to capture what is often meant by “analogy” in
linguistic discussions. We now propose that appeal to “anaiogy” should be restricted
to cases in which the analogy is generated within the behavioral systems of language
use.?? This means that analogy may be appealed to only in those cases in which there

factors cannot be handled within his grammatical framework, they must ipso facro be nengrammatical
in nature. ' .

OF course, in the absence of an independently motivated performance theory (or some other
theory about a part of linguistic knowledge), the failure of a grammatical device to account for
acceptability facts can be taken as evidence that more powerful devices are needed within the grammar.
For example, Lakoff and Ross (1972) assume the availability of a grammaticel device that is sensitive
to the phonelogical clarity of a morphological relationship. Such a device is needed to account for
the relative acceptability of sentences like (b) and (e):

() Max Hquefied the meral faster than Sam could bring it about
{c) *Max killed Borls faster than Sam could have brought it about

Lakof and Ross argue that {c) is vnacceptable by virtue of a grammatical process that is sensitive to
the clarity of the morphoiogical refation between the causative form of the verb and the corresponding
change-of-state form. Thus, dgacfy in (B) is phonologically close to the corresponding intransitive,
liquefy, while kil in {c} is phonologically distinct from the correspending intransitive, die, thas
rendering the sentence unacceplable, Lakoff and Ress simply assume that this unacceplability must
be due to ungrammaticality and therefore that thie grammar must include a device that can account
for it. They use this device to explain the ungrarmmaticality of {c), in response fo Fodor's point (1970)
that {c} should be as grammatical as (b} i &/ is actually derived from cause to die.

Independent of the arguments given by Fodor, there is a simpler explanation of the
difference in acceptability between (b) and (¢) than that offered by Lakoff and Ross. We can assume
that both {b) and {c} are ungrammatical but that {b} is partially accepiable by virtue of the relative
ease with which the jistener can figure out what the i in the second clause might refer to. This inter-
pretation would aliow other aspects of performance to play 2 role in the relative acceptability of
sequences raised but not explained by LakolY and Ross. For exampie, (d) would be predicted as being
maore acceptable than (¢) because of the relative clarity of fure in (d):

{d) 7Flutists are strange: it doesn't sound shrill to them
{e) "Fiautists' are strange: it doesn’t sound shrill to them

Simiiarly, the relative productivity of the form which binds the pronominal referent should also
correspond to the relative acceptability of such sentences, which is exactly the phenomenon asserted
by Lakoff and Ross. Thus, sentences like (g} arc more acceptable than those like () becausc “the
productivity of the morphological process . . . also plays a role” (p. 122).

(f) *Iroguoianists are strange: they thitk it shouid be & world Janguage
(2) ?Australians are strange: they don’t think it's too remote

" In sum, if the facts noted by Lakoff and Ress are interpreted as due to behaviorzl processes, then we

can explain the different observations as all due to one fact, namely, any property of the morpholog-
ically bound form which makes it easier for the listener to isplate it facilitates the interpretation of a
later pronoua as referring to it. Thus the interpretation that (b) and (¢} are both ungrammatical
not only simplifies the arammar, it allows for the direct representation of a significant generalization
about linguistic knowledge underlying the distribution of words and morphemes.

2% Further evidence for the perceptual as opposed 10 the grammatical character of the analogy
we propose is supplied by the observation in note 13. Since the lexical item unfiealthy cannot mean
‘unsizable’, there is absolutely no way for a grammar construcied in accordance with Standard
Theory to generate sentence {a) of note {15} with the interpretation it has. I perceplion, however,
healthy, in the sense ‘sizable’, is perspicuous in that example.
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are independently verifiable mechanisms that could contribute ’Eo it, rféher thanlltgy-
ing it open as an unconstrained grab bag to be used whenever needed. Bg refstnc(timg
analogy in this way, it is at least possible that an explanation for it can be found.

" We have shown that if certain strings can be.angiyzed as f.lngrammaucal but
acceptable, the empirical facts about negated attributive ad;ect.we_phr_as\f:s can be
interpreted in a way that vindicates $tandard Tham:y. _Thzs vmdzcat;on Is lmportant
primarily because Standard Theory Imputes more lzgnfted and specific structures to
linguistic knowledge, This in turn makes more precise claims abot_lt what is in the
child’s mind that allows the acquisition of language. Of course, it remains 1o be

shown that Standard Theory can be vindicated in il the areas in which it Is curreatly -

under attack. However, the clarification of the relation between acceptability and
grammaticaiity cap provide the basis for a revival of what we consider 0 be =z
prematurely rejected theory.™
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