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SENTENTIAL COMPLEMENTATION--AN OVERVIEW

FRANK L. NUESSEL, JR.

A. Previous Studies,

A veview of traditional and transformational studies on the

phenomenon of sentential cémplementation reveals manf areas of
‘ _

agreement, Although some adherents of generative grammar may
have occasionally obscured this~aspect because of the offensive
nature of theif criticism of other modes of analysis,.it is
seen that in several_cases;_more recent research is merely an
“extension of notions already existent in the traditional
framework. Some recent additions to knowledgé 6f~comp1emenﬁ

structures in the domain of semantics and logic are surveyed,

1. Définition of a Complement.,

A survey of traditional atfempts at a formal describtion
of a complement shows a very general concept, It is similar to.
that found in Webster's Third International‘Dictionary (464 ) |
where it is described as “"something which fills up or cdﬁpletes." o
Gili y Gaya,1 for exampie, says of ébﬁplements~that "acompalian
al verbo otras palabras que por completar todo lo que deseamos

decir del sujeto se llaman complemeptos. « « Desempefian el
!

papel de complementos todos los elementos que se hallan en el

predicado fuera del verto."
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Compiements are usually categorized into one of the follow-
ing thfee form classes: noun, adjective or.advefb, each of
‘which may be phrasal or sentential, "Therprimary conéerﬂ of the
present study'are those complements which are sentential in |
form or in origin and nominal in function. Traditional'
grammarians refer to them as noun Clauses'while more fecént

studies c¢all them sentential complements,

2. The Traditional Approach as Viewed by Transformationalists,
Because traditional grammars treat syntax inAterms of
surface structure (their grammatical structure), they appear to
c¢onceal thelundérlying uniried process of complementation. In
‘fact, some generative grammarians claim that this apparent
treatment of morphologically distinct forms as syntactically

different is a major fault of their'predecessors.2

A reiated
critiquelis that the afofementioned is due to the‘traditioﬁal
grammarian's failure to recognize a more abstract level of
syptactic structure, | | L |

A careful analysisland interprefation"of the grammatical
explanations of the traditionéliété demonstrate that such
criéicism is too strong. While it is true that pre-transform-
ational 'studies tend to be diffuse because of the morphological
classificatory procedures emplbyed. this fails. to invalidate
their pergeptive examinatibn of many syntactic questions, The
difference in perépective between the two approaches results
in part from the fact that morphology is central in the- tradition-
al approach, while syntax is central in transformational grammar-,
- The separate treatment given various manifestations.of the

sentential complement such as the noun clausc and the infinitive



J oo 3
‘may be a 1es$ eqonomicél way of. dealing with a single phenomenon,
Ne?ertheless, it fails to affect the acJuracy of their grammatical
observatidns. ff can eaéily be demonstratzd that these twa
distinct syntactic elements share many of th%-same features
including distribugzgﬁal patterns., While thé‘infi%itive was
’ somewhat’of an enigmatié form in earlier studies becéuse of its
shared nominal apd verbal properties;, in at least one traditional
study it was seeﬁ to be sehtentiél%y derived.  3@110 (114),
referring to the infinitive, ﬁotes that "la proposicién‘trasform;
ada ési'deja de serlo en cuanto pierde su relacitn de tiempo
con el acto de la palébra, como es propio de todas las proposi-
cicnes en Castellano;" ‘ . | ' _ ‘
| In essence, Bello is'claiming'that theﬁinfinitiVe is é
derivative forﬁ because it has lost its clausal status. This'
is équivalent'to Ross's notion of tree-pruning3 whereby a non-
branching sentence (penceforth S) nége is deleted. Insﬁhis‘
case, the result is that a verb phrase (henceforth VP) node
is immediately dominated by a nouh.phrase (henceforth‘NP) node
in underlying stfucture,‘whiCh would explain.the shé%ed verbal-
nominal featuréé_;f the infinitive. |
The criticism that traditional grammarians recognize no
abstract 1evei of syntax is unjustifiéd; They wére.aware of
two levels. of sentepcé structure, They ‘speak of a grammatical
structure ( = surface structure) and a logical structure |

( =remote structure), Lenz's (389) discussion of an aspect

o

of the infinitive provides an example of this awareness of a

deeper level of grammar. With regard to sentence 1(a)




-1 (a) Vi-al nifio salir de la casa,
(b) Vi (al nifio salir de la casa),
~{t) Vi (al- niflo) (salir de la casa).

he notes that "el acusativo de persona sdlo 1dgicamente, pero
no gramaticalmente, es el. sujeto del infinitivo, que es un
segundo acusativo del verbo dominante." Thus, Lenz intuitively
feels that sentence (a) has a remote structure similar to that
of (b) but a derived or surface structure equivalent to {(c).

3. Similarities in the Two Approaches.

The respective positions of traditional and transformational
analyses of sentential complementation are not as distinct as

some more recent studies would make it appear., The seeds of many

. of the current notions about complements are to-be found in the

wofk of the fofﬁer. in facf..Chomsky4 has even said that "it
wouid not be’inaccuréte to regard the transformational model as
a formalization of features implicit in tnaditiondl grammars,
and to regard -these gfamma:s_as-inexplicit transformational
générativetgrammars." In what follows, the stmilarities
between the two approaches will be pointed out, Later, the
nature of the contributions of the latter to-existent reséaréh
“ _
will be reviewved, | l
A consideration of the notion of sentential complement
entails a discussion of the two related grémmatical concepts of
meanjing class and government. DBecause of theéir close‘inter-
relationship, it is'aifficult to consider them separately, The

idea of meaning class is found in traditional grammars where a

basic feature of a particular class oflverbs is abstraéted and

used as a general descriptive label, e.z., verbs of perception,



verbs of command, etc,' Frequently, a list of the common verbs

&hich each class contaiﬁs is included&*,ﬁ%re specificali&,

this concept refers to the members of:é coherent semantic

nategor? of predicates which gbvérn the application of certain
| .

syntactic rules., Robin Lakoff was the first transformational

grammarian to formallygdefine the term and point out its

‘relevance to complement structures. She said (A5LC, 165) that

"we define a meaning-class in terms of both syntax and

semantics as a set of semantic markers that can function ir

syntactic fules."?

Related to the aforementioned is the traditional grammatical

concept of government which Seco (138)6 defines “as

La relacidn de dependencia que éxiste entre ambas
palabras se orientaba desde. un punto de visita
opuesto (r€gimen), Habla en la oracidn ciertas
palabras dominantes (regentes) de las cuales
dependian otras subordinadas a ellas (xregidas).
Hoy entendemos que las palabras van determinandose
v completindose mutuamente para formar un conjunto-
comprensible, y en este sentide las unas son
complementos de las otras., 4 :

G, Lakoff7 reviewed the notion of government in trans-
formational grammar. His claim was that the predicate of the

matrix sentence determined the application of-Fertain rules of

8

grammar, It was Green” who gave the concept a more precise

“definition when she said "a lexical - item may be said to govern
.a rule when the statement of that rule requires reference
" (either overtly or by redundancy rule) to a semantic class that

“contains that item."” She further noted in her thesis (74)

that the above definition will "distinguish rules which
mention semantically defined uqits as well as syntactic

categories (governed rules) from rules which mention exclusively
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syntactic categories (ungoverned rules),"
Besides these two general grammatical ideas, traditional
grammarians made some.speeific syntactjc observations cn the .

process known as sentential complementation, In what follows,

some of these points will be examined in order to indicate

P
their relationship to later studies,

Traditional studies were aware that sentences may function

as nouns or oraciones substantlvas since they may be the subject
of a verb (Gili y Gaya, 287) |

2, No cgnviene que hablemos.
or object of a verb (Gili v Gaya, 288) ,

3. Don Fernando dijo que /... , no
prodriamos entendernos, ;

The assignment of.nomina} status to a sentence because of
its grammatical function closely corresponds to the generative

approach in which a sentential complement is said to be

‘dominated by the abstract category 1abel NP which is another

I--—‘ -

way of sLaLLng thaL it functlons as a noun. Recent research-

has also deve]oped an erllClL format for Lndlcatlng thls

/

function graphically by the use of 1ab919d bracketing or

4
" branching trge structures,

Non-generative studies show that a noun clause is a form
of subordination since, as Gili y Géya (285) notes "se halla
incorporada a la (oracidn) principal. . , ." Seco (232) makes

a similar claim for the infinirive because "es necesario que

consideremos el Lnfxnltlvo como constltuyendo una oraCLOn

subordinada."”
-3

This reflects the transformational explanatior. of the

phenomenon in which an initial occurrence of a sentence may



be expanded as-.in the followiﬁé4phrése—structure (henceforth
P}S) rule |
4. S 9 NP VP,

In turn, the NP node may be optionally -expanded as an § with
the result that a complement sentence is always dominated
by a.higher sentence, - l/ |

Reference.to grammaticallrules which affect the form‘of the
houn clause may be gleaned from tradiﬁional discussions,
Several w@ll be considered in the following section, Sentences'
5 and 6, faken from the RAE (404), each contain an infinitiﬁé.

5, Quisiera arrancar del pecho
»
pedazos del corazon.

6. Te prohibo salir,
The Academy (404).éugge§ts tﬁe following principle for
explaining the appearance of the &nfinitive in the above
sentences (presumably'this rule o account for similar
occurrences) "“si el éujéto del. infinitivo es a 1a,9ez sujeto
o complemento del yerbo'de 1a‘draci6n de que el.mismo forma
parte, se omite dicho sujeto." o
The above rule is equivdlent to the transformational rule
called Equi~NP‘peletion.(hencéforth END) by which the subject
of a cpmplement sentéﬁcé is deletéd undef'identitylwith an NP
in a higher sentence, The fact:that it must be identiéal to
some higher NP in;order for deletion to take piace refers to
the notion of'unique_recoverability of deletioﬁs as discussed
 by Chomsky (Aspects, 144F. ). |

3 .
In another instance, the RAE (406-407) presents another

rule of gfammar which applies with verbos de percepcién.l

ERIC
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They cite the following paradigm of semantically equivalent
sentences, -

7 (a§ Te veo venir.
! - = (b)  Veo que t{ vienes.
8. (a) Te oigo cantar,
=(b) Cigo que tf cantas.

The Academy explains that "en aquéllas el te es complemento

directo de veo y oigo, y sujeto a la vez del que afirmamos la

significacidn de los infinitivos venir y cantar, como si fueran
complementos predicativos del mismo."
In essence, this passage describes the transformational

1u1D of subject-raising by whlch a complement subject is moved

1nto the matrix sentenoe.\ Tne fact that. the sentences are

considered to be semantically eguivalent is parallel to the .

generative notion that a transformation is meaning~preserving

(Katz and Postal, 157). - The rule itself is governed because

its application depends upon the appearance of a specific class
of verb in the matriX'sentenCe.- The rule .is also optional in
that its non-application does not produce en'ungrammatical
string. |

‘The"subordinating conjunction gue whidh%introduceslthe,noun
clause in the following sentence

9, Me dijeron que. estaba enfermo. (Gili y Gaya, 271)

is descrlbed by Gili y Gaya (272) as "la incolora gue, simple
nexo copulativo que nada dice sobre la calidad de 1la relacién."

In transformational terms, he is saying'that que ré a |
morpheme of no semantic import, inserted.into an underlying

phrase-marker when a certain structural configuration occurs,

i,y & complement.which still has a subject at the point of
. ,



application of the ruie.
©llipsis is another traditional grammatical ndtion in whicl:
certain elements of a sentence,-although not present in
gramﬁatical structure, are understood, As an example of this.
phenomenon the RAE (344-345) cites sentences 10 and 11 which
beéin&With_the‘subor@inating cbnjunction que,

10. <Que sea enhorabuena,

11. ; Que qué&-quiero?
They explain the presence of the que in the above sentences by
saying that "Tanto en las draéioneé'enunciativas_como en 135
intérrogativas de que tratamos, puede omitirse el verbo de
la oréciéh principal,; y entonces 1a_sub6rdinada comienza con
la partfcula gue, redundante al parecer, cuando en realidad

I

‘ﬁo lo es, . . Tste ggg-supone siempre un verbo que fécilmente
se sobrentiende, . . ."
The procesé of eilipsis is another way of expressing the
. ) ] U :
concept of abstract performative verbsfas'discuSSed'by'Austin,

Ross and R. Lakoff among:others* 'These*predicates never appéar
in sufféce stfhcture but have been shown to exist‘through
' syntactic traces left in the surface structure.

Thus far it has been_dem@nstrateq that many of the trans»l
formationaliétVideaé'coﬁcerning sentéﬁtial complementation
already exist in germinal form in ﬁhe work of traditional .
grammar. . These'concepts include: . two levels of grammar,
unigque recoﬁerébility,‘oétional rule, abstract vefb, meaning
claés. governmént and subordination, The afporementioned
represehts a significant area of overlap between the two
_vapproaChes: _Admittediy. gegeratiye gfammar-has added to these

already existing seeds,.but the évidence shows that the two
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methods of analyéis are not the polar opposites that some

would claim.

4, Contributions of the Transformatiénéiists.

At.this point the question arises aé ﬁo whatithe contribution
of pgenerative g:émmar'is,with respect to sentential complemrsnts,
Besides the general featurés and goals of transformatidnal
grammar mentioned in the Intrdbduction of this study, i.e.,
an explicit predicative theorf‘about 1anguage subject to the
criterion of testability (falsifiability), .- has made some
important adVancés relativ%-to complement structure, In
genefal. the ideds already existing in traditional studies ’
have besen e;panded in a more precise-and systematic faéhion.

In addition, it is new viewed as a unified process, recursive
in nature and systematic in its opefation with various surface
manifestations, | |

Farzthe most paft. generative contributions to the area of
complement structures consist of analyses of their semantic
and logical properties. The latter refers basiéally‘to the
'exéminatioﬁ og verb-verb (henceforth V-V) restrictions, i.e.,
constraints on the naturé and thé form of the complement verb
’relative'Uo the meaning of the main vérb, Examples of this
include: tense seléctibn..subject Selectionﬂand type of complement
verb, In terms of tenée:selec:ion, certaln“meaﬁing ¢1asses‘off
prédiéétes are highly restrictive in terms of permissible.teﬁse
in the complement verb. Thﬁs, verbé of command‘require the
tense of the verb in their domain to be posterior to that 6f
the matrix verb. On the other hand, vérbS'of communication

‘mpose no such restrictions. Next, certain verbs seem to
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require like subjects in their complement. Sauer (67),

based on Perlmutter's research (9 f.), cites a few verbs which

impose this constraint in Spanish: tratar, pensar (; intend)

and atreverse a. Finally, the type of verbl(sFative'or non-

statiire)9 vhich may be embedded'depends to some extent upon

the meaning of the higher verb. : | 4
Besides the abéve'semantic characteristics, certain logicel

propérties have been studied. The first major work in this

field was by the Riparskys‘lo They examined a class of predicates

which they called "factives", whose distinguishing feature is

the fact that they presuppose11 the truth value of the

complement sentence, For example, in the following sentences
12. Tt is odd that-it is raining, | !
13. It is likel& that ‘it is raining.
4. Tt is raining,
It is seen that sentence 12 makes an asseftion’about its embedded
’prqposition (sentence 14) and also presupposes its truth,

while sentence 13 also. asserts something about its embedded

proposition (sentence 14) but does not presuppose its truth.,

'In addition to the preceding class of predicates, Karttunen
noticed an additional clads of verbs which he termed "implicative"
and which obey rules of logical inference with respect to the

compiement sentence which they embed, e cites the example

("Implicative Verbs,™ p. 34}} of

15, John managed to solve the préblem.
16, John solved the problem, |
If a speaker asserts senténce 15, he then commits himself to

the belief that its complement (sentence 16) is t-rue.12



Be Working Definition of the Notion "Sentential Complement"”.

For the purposes of this study, a general working description
»df a sentential complement in terms of generative grammar is
presented, To a large extew’ draws on previous studies.

A sentential complement is a recursive form of embeddihg
which ig the resuit of the optional expansion of the P-S
rule node NP in the base cdmponént. It is formally d’stinguish-
able from other recursive eﬁbedding processes such as
relétivfzation and coordination, In addition, it is the
most restriéted éincé it may.occur only with a limited number
of predicate-meaning classes. One or morerf these méaning
c;asses ma;'determine the application of certain trénsformational
rules. Besides this, there exist certain V;V restrictions |
(determined by meaning) which regulate the form of the complement
verb. ‘Finally, certain logical properties may bé determined
byvthe choice of the matrix verb such as presupposition and.
inference. Thus, the interaction of syntax and semantics

'determines the final surface form of the underiying complement

sentence.,

INDIANA STATE UNIVERSITY
AT TERRE HAUTE
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NOTES

L. For additional references and similar definitions
see: RAE, Gramitica de la lenpua espaliola (Madrid: Espasa-
Calpe, 1931), pp. 155, 161; Ferdinand Brunot and Charles
Bruneau, Précis de grammaire historique de la 1ang_e frangaise
(France: Masson and Co., 1969), p. 499; Andr@s Bello and
Rufino.J. Cuervo, Gramitica de la lengua castellana (Buenos
Aires: [Ediciones_Anaconda, 194_7 p. 18; Rafael Seco, Manual
de pramitica espafola (Madrid: Aguilar, 1958), p. 138;
Marathion Montrose Ramsey, A Textbook of Modern Spanish (New York:
Holt, “1neharr and Winstorn, 1963, p. 554.

2. R. Lakoff Abstract Syntax and Latin Complementation

(Cambridpe, Wassachusetts. MIT Press, 1968), pp. 73-74
(henceforth ASLC); and Peter S$. Rosenbaum, The Grammar of
English Predicate Complement Constructions (Cambrldge, Mass.,
MIT Press, 1967), . 110,

3. ﬂohn Robert Ross, Constraints on Variables in Syntax
(Bloomington: Indiana University Linguistics Club, 1968),

p. 26 defines it as "delete any embedded node S which does not
branch (i. e., which does not. immediately domlnate at least

two nodes)

b Noam‘Chomsky Current Issues in Linguistic Theory
(The Hague: Mouton, ]964). p. 16,

3¢ She continues her explanation (165) by saying that
"not all semantic markers function in syntactic rules. For
example, the semantic markers that define verbs of ordering
will function syntactically in a redundancy rule specifying
that, for this semantic-.class, one or more of the complementizer-
changing rules must apply. On the other hand, for verbs of
. eating there is no semantic marker that functlons syntactically
or that distinguishes a rule that applies to verbs of eating
from those that apply only to verbs of drlnklng or .verbs of
digesting." As Green points out ("A Study in Pre-Lexical
Syntax: The Interface of Syntax and Semantics," (Unpublished
Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Chicago, 1971}, p. 32).
the phrase "function in syntactic rules" refers to the notion
of -government, Karttunen ("The Logic of English Predicate
Complement Constructions" (Bloomlngton. Indiana UnlverSLty
Linguisties Club), p. 1), on the other hand, takes the view
that "“just those verbs which, . .fall into the same class on
. the basis of some superficial syntactic criteria turn out to
be different when the same verbs are grouped on the basis of
their semantic properties."” This is a somewhat different view
from that of the Kiparskys ("Fact") who proposed a relatively
.close correspondence of syntactic and semantic features of the
predicates that they termed "factlve.

.(.
.0 Another general statement on government is in Samuel

Gili y Gaya. Curso superior de SlntaXlS espafiola (Barcelona'
Q .
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Publicacicnes y ‘Ediciones 3pes, 1961), pp. 224-225. 1t is

~ultimately derived from classical tradition,

74 G. Lakoff, Irrepularity in Syntax (New York: iiolt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1970), pp. 28-29..

8. She also says ("A Study in Pre-Lexical Syntax: The
Interface of Syntax and Semantics” (Unpublished Ph.D, Dissertation,
University of Chicago, 1971), pp. 72-73) that®government refers
to cases where application of a rule "depends on the domain
bzing commanded by a particular type of predicate, regardless
of whether tihie type of predicate is specified by redundancy
rule,” The notion command, Green points out, is a technical
one, It was first developed by Ronald Langacker ("l'ronominal-
ization and the Chain of Command,” in Modern Studies in Enpglisii,
pp. 160-186) and later by Ross (Thesis, 184) who defined it
as "node A of a Phrase-Marker commands node B if neither node
dominates the other and if node B is dominated by the first
node S over A." Thus in the following trse-structure,

S

H/////i\\\\\s
/N

B commands C, D, E and F, C commands B, but D, £ and F do not
command B. -

EX G. Lakoff ("Stative Verbs and Adjectives in English,"
National Science Foundation Report No, 17 (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University, 1966), pp. 1-15) noted that predicates
could be distinguished on the basis of their participation
in certain syntactic constructions. e used this as the basis
for designating them as Stative or Non-Stative verbs., 'These
same verbs, he noted, reflect the semantic property of Activity
for the latter and Non-Activity for the former.

10.  paul and Carol Kiparsky, "Fact," in Propress in
Linpguistics, ed. Manfred Bierwisch and Karl Eric Heidolph
(The ilague: Mouton, 1970), pp. 143-173,

e pauri Karttunen, "The Logic of English Predicate
Complement Constructions” (Bloomington: Indiana University
Linguistics Club, 1971), p. 3 defines the term presupposition

~as follows: "P presupposes Q just in case that if P is asserted,

denied or questioned then the speaker ought to believe that Q."

12. tLauri Karttunen, "Implicative Verbs," Language, 47
(1971), 357 claims that "an implicative verb, . . carries a
presupposition that it represents a necessary and sufficient
condition for the truth of its complement sentence.,"
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