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0. INTRODUCTION

Sentences like (1b) and (2b) might at first seem elliptical.

(1) a. Are you coming?
b. Irefuse.

(2) a. Is he coming?
b. I suppose.

At least two analyses of such sentences which would treat them as
elliptical deserve mention, One analysis would derive (1b) and (2b) from
(3) by way of a deletion rule.’

* For discussions at an early point in my thinking about this problem I thank Edwin
Williams, Alexa McCray, Muffy Siegel, and Emily Rando. For important suggestions
on an earlier draft of this paper I thank an anonymous Linguistic Analysis referee. The
research for this paper was supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant
No. BNS-8017055. Any opinions, findings, and conclusions or recommendations ex-
pressed in this publication are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the views
of the NSF. I am grateful to the NSF for this support.

' Alternatively, one could derive (ib) and (2b) by way of deletion from {i), with a
proform complement instead of a full complement.

# I refuse to.
1 suppose so.

{For arguments that fo is an auxiliary verb see Pullum [32] and Johnson [24]. For ar-
guments that auxiliary verbs are really propredicates in structures like the first sentence
of (i) above (that is, in so-called Verb Phrase Deletion Structures), see Schachter [38].}
But not all instances of missing complements have corresponding proform complements.
At least some nondeclaratives do not, for example.

(i) I wonder (*whether/ *sof *not).

Thus requiring the deletion rule to operate only on a proform source is immediately
problematic. Furthermore, the analysis that derives {1b) and (2b) from (i) is open both
to some of the criticisms that can be leveled against the deletion analysis presented here
in the text and to some of the criticisms that can be leveled against the interpretive
analysis immediately below in the text. For these reasons I will not take up this analysis
in the text but leave its destruction to the reader.
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(3) Irefuse to come.
I suppose he’s coming.

A second analysis would derive (1b) and (2b) from (4), with e repre-
senting a deep (i.e., present in the deep structure after lexical insertion)
null anaphor that is interpreted appropriately.?

(4) Irefuse {elvp
I suppose [e]s

This second analysis is argued for in Hankamer and Sag (20) who name
the phenomenon Null Complement Anaphora (NCA).

In this article I argue that both of the above analyses fail. Instead,
(1b) and {2b) are base generated as is, with no complements of the
matrix verb, null or otherwise, at any level in the derivation. (1b) and
{2b) are simple intransitive sentences. This analysis is identical to
Grimshaw’s [17, Sec. 3] with regard to the syntax. However, it differs
from hers with regard to semantics. That difference is discussed in
sections 1.6 and 2.6 below. The base analysis here was also suggested,
without supporting arguments, in Williams [41, fn. 6].

In the arguments below 1 will make the following reasonable as-
sumption. The null anaphor complements of (4) are to be interpreted
in the same way other complements are interpreted. (In fact we’d ex-
pect them to be interpreted like other anaphoric complements with at
least some theories of anaphora.) Any alternative to this assumption
is unreasonable. That is, to claim the null anaphor has some unique
interpretation that makes it contrast (in whatever ways come up) with
all other complements is to give an already abstract syntactic entity
an equally abstract semantic entity and to thus protect this analysis
from any possible objections based on interpretation. But an analysis
that is protected from any such possible objection is untestable from
a semantic point of view, And an analysis that is untestable is a non-
analysis. Thus, if we are to take the null complement anaphora analysis
seriously, we need to make this (rather minimal) assumption.

Let me call the three analyses Del (for Deletion), NCA (for Null
Complement Anaphora), and Base (for Base Generated Analysis).

The arguments below assume a theoretical framework in which se-
mantic interpretation operates relative to a structure before any dele-
tion rules have applied (as in Chomsky and Lasnik [12] and Chomsky

% No assumption is made here as to whether or not the empty VP in (4) is immediately
dominated by 5. That issue is discussed below as it becomes relevant.
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[9-111). This means that any semantic rules will see the structure pro-
posed by Del as distinct from the structure proposed by Base. Also
syntactic rules which apply before deletion rules (i.e., the transfor-
mations of core grammar) will see these two structures as distinct.
Rules that apply after deletion rules will see these two structures as
distinct only if the output of deletion is an empty node that remains in
the tree as a syntactic entity (and that may or may not be coindexed
with the trigger of the deletion, if there is such a trigger). Notice that
assuming this framework forces us to see Del and Base as distinct
analyses.. If, instead, we chose a framework in which deletion rules
could precede semantic interpretation rules and at least some of the
transformations of core grammar, we could simply allow Del to apply
before whatever semantic or syntactic rule we were looking at in order
to obliterate any difference between Del and Base. Such a theoretical
framework can essentially reduce Del and Base to the same hypothesis
(i.e., they would have the same predictive power). Thus the framework
I am assuming here is the only ‘‘interesting’’ one with regard to dis-
cussing Del, NCA, and Base.

The article is organized as follows. Section 1 gives six arguments
against Del. Section 2 gives eight arguments against both Del and NCA..
From these sections 1 conclude Base is correct. Section 3 concludes
with a brief discussion of the theoretical implications of this study.

I. AGAINST DEL

1.1. Lexical. GOVERNANCE

This argument is attributed to Ken Wexler by Edwin Williams (per-
sonal communication). It is also found in Grimshaw [17]. If Del existed,
it would have to be lexically governed: witness (5) versus (6).

(5) (At least we think) John knew. / (At a certain point in his life)
John found out.

(6) *(At least we think) he figured out. / *{(At a certain point in his
life) John discovered.

But lexical governance is a questionable condition on a syntactic rule
(see Bresnan [4], Napoli {28], and Herschensohn [21], among others).

If, instead, the relevant verbs were subcategorized to allow empty
fthe e of (4) above] complements (as in the NCA analysis) or optional
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complements (as in the Base analysis), there would be no need for
lexical governance.

1.2. RELATIVES

Culicover [13:p. 29/f] points out pairs like those in (7)—(8) and (9)-
(10).

(7}  Mary lives in the house which vou claimed she lives in.
(8) *Mary lives in the house which vou claimed.
(%)  Mary lives in the house that you claimed she lives in.

(10)  Mary lives in the house that vou claimed.

The relative introduced by a wh-word does not allow a missing com-
plement with claim (or any other verb). That introduced by that does.
If wh-relative clauses involve movement of the wh-word from the ap-
propriate position inside the relative clause into COMP, but that rel-
ative clauses do not involve movement, these facts militate against Del,
as Culicover notes. That is, in (7) which will have moved from the
object position of in. But in (8), if Del existed, we would have no way
to block the derivation of this ungrammatical sentence: wh-movement
could apply followed by Del to produce (8). [Notice that we cannot
block (8) by letting Del apply before wh-movement in a theory where
all deletion rules follow wh-movement.]

If, instead, (8) involves a null anaphor following claim (as in NCA)
or no anaphor at all following claim (as in Base), then the which in
COMP would have no source from which it could have been moved.
Thus 8 would never be generated.?

3 The major weakness of the above argument is that it relies on one rather unusual
assumption. In order to see that assumption consider that derivation of (10) consistent
with the above account of (8). No movement or deletion rules will have applied in (10}:
its surface structure is identical (for our purposes) to its deep structure. But typically
analyses of that relative clauses which do not involve movement involve deletion instead
{as in Bresnan [6:357] especially}. And a very common claim about relative clauses is
that they contain a node identical to {i.e., coreferential with) the head of the relative
clause (see Akmajian and Kitagawa [1], Chomsky [8:81, 921, and Kayne [25:203], among
others). In (10) Relative Deletion could not apply because there would be no node iden-

. tical to the head to undergo deletion, given the argument of this subsection. If this analysis
of (10} is correct, we would expect that English might allow other that relative clauses
that contain no node identical to the head but that alse do not involve the phenomenon
of interest in this article (that is, missing complements), Indeed, this expectation is ful-
filled by at least three different structures. First, this expectation is minimally fulfilled
by relatives with adverbials as heads. Thus in (i) no node is strictly identical to the head
in the reiative clause.
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() The Sunday (that) T met him, we fell in love.
We cannot say the deep relative clause in (i) is {ii), since (ii) is not grammatical,
(i) *I met him the Sunday.

Nor does it help us to claim the head in (i) is only Sunday and not the Sunday, because
then the deep relative clause of (iii) would be (iv), which is just as bad as (if).

(iii} . The girt (that} 1 met is nice.
(iv) *I met girl.

One might object to (i)—(iv) as being real examples of the type required on the grounds
that coreference is found here even if strict “*identity”” is not. But examples like (v) need
not even involve coreferential items, since there is no perceived gap in these relatives.

(v) I remember the time (that) John hit Mary.
I know the reason (that) John hit Mary.
I can identify the place that John buried Mary.

Second, this expectation is fulfilied by relatives with so-called Verb Phrase Deletion
(VPD) structures if VPD structures are base generated {(as Schachter [38] and Napoli
[30] argue).

(vi) I'd never invite the same girl that John would.
(cf. *I'd never invite the same girl which John would.)
I'll invite the girl that John wanted to.
(cf. *I'll invite the girl which John wanted to.)

Notice that both that and wh-relatives are possible if the subject of a VPD structure is
coreferential with the head, as expected.

(vii) Any man who/that can, is invited.

Third, this expectation is minimally fulfilled in the very informal speech of some speak-
ers (my own inctuded, but not that of my anonymous Linguistic Analysis referee). Here
are three examples in order of decreasing acceptability for me.

(vili) That’s the book that the ending drives me crazy.
{cf. *That’s the book which the ending drives me crazy.)
That’s the church that the organ I was telling you about is magnificent.
(cf. *That’s the church which . . .)
That's our poor old Volvo that the block is cracked.
(cf. *That’s our poor old Volvo which .. )

Thus while we must say the derivation of (10) does not involve Relative Deletion in
order to be consistent with the discussion of (8), there do seem to be other relative
clauses that lend themselves to an analysis that involves neither movement nor deletion
it English. We could then replace the coreference requirement of relatives with a re-
quirement that every relative clanse be able to be construed as modifying the head—a
functional rather than syntactic requirement. This is what Chomsky [11:13] calls an
“aboutness’” relation. And, as Chomsky notes, it is possible ““‘to devise a system of logic
in which vacuous quantifiers are permitted in well-formed expressions, but simply ig-
nored in interpretation.’” Thus there is no a priori argument against the existence of
relatives that bear only an “‘aboutness’™ relation to their head and do not contain an NP
coreferential with the head. Note that Chomsky does not argue for a functional require-
ment on relatives. He merely discusses the issue, and makes a brief suggestion as to
why relatives without NPs coreferential to the head do not occur in English. But, on the
contrary, it appears that they do occur. I will, therefore, not consider the necessary
derivation of (10) to be a serious drawback to the argument against Del presented above
in this subsection.
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Before leaving this m_.__u.moo:o:. let me point out that both (8) and (10)
are out if a proform complement is present.

(11)
(12)

*Mary lives in the house which you claimed so.

*Mary lives in the house that you claimed so.

These facts can be accounted for regardiess of which analysis of missing
complement sentences we consider, depending upon our analysis of
so. [Note that a base generated analysis of so, contrary to that offered
by Hankamer msm Sag [20], would allow the simplest account of (11)-
(12).]

1.3. STRUCTURAL IDENTITY

Hankamer and Sag [20] offer an argument against Del based on the
claim that syntactic deletion requires ‘‘that the syntactic antecedent
(when there is one) be structurally identical to the form that the ana-
phorized complement would have taken were it present’ [20:413]. But
missing complements do not observe this requirement.*

(13) [=H&S’s (64¢)] Nobody else would take the oats down to the
bin, so Bill volunteered.

4 The requirement Hankamer and Sag have claimed exists on deletion rules is a nec-
essary one, but it is not sufficient. There are instances of what even Hankamer and Sag
would call “‘deep’’ anaphora that observe this requirement.

(i) Someone had to buy the eggs, dye them, and hide them, so Bill was nice and he
did precisely that (in that order).

{ii} *The eggs had to be bought, dyed, and hidden, so Bill was nice and he did precisely
that (in that order).
(cf. The eggs . . . , so Bill was nice and he did it.)

To see that this would involve a “‘deep” anaphor for Hankamer and Sag, note iii.

(iii) (Situation: I'm stuck in a traffic jam. The guy in the next car gets out and starts
jogging around his car. I say to my passenger,}
Let's do precisely that!

Thus if a phenomenon does not exhibit this characteristic, we can conclude syntactic
deletion is not involved. But if it does exhibit this characteristic, we cannot conclude
syntactic deletion is involved, In particular, VP Deletion, which Hankamer and Sag use
as their example of a syntactic deletion rule to contrast to {13)~(14) in the text, need not
be a syntactic deletion rule just because it exhibits this characteristic. And Schachter
[38] has argued that VP Deletion is not a syntactic deletion rule, (Notice, by the way,
that in the context for iii above, we could as well have said a sentence with VP Deletion,
like Shall we? or Want to?, contrary to Hankamer and Sag's claim that VP Deletion
cannot be pragmatically controlled. See also Schachter [37]. This fact about VP Deletion
will be of use to us in 1.4 below.)
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{14) [=H&S’s (65¢)] The oats had to be taken down to the bin, so
Bill volunteered.

Thus Del omauoﬂ be responsible for (i4).
Let me point out that Hankamer and Sag take (14) as o<&mﬂom that
NCA exists. However, (14) is compatible with both NCA and Base.

1.4, ADVERBIALS

There are adverbial clauses in which & nonproform complement is
accepted, a missing complement is accepted, and the proform com-
plement to is accepted, but the proform complement s¢ is rejected.
(No claims of synonymy are intended or needed here.)

after
before

{15y John left
, when

Mary said he would (leave).

after
before
when

after
before
when

(16) John left Mary said to.

(17) John left Mary said (*s0).

These data look baffling at first. But noting just a few facts can help
us to sort out the relevant factors operating here. First, adverbial
clauses like those in {13)}~(17) are syntactic islands. Second, deletion
rules have been argued to be sensitive to island constraints (Bresnan
[5]).° Third, the phenomenon known as VP Deletion can be pragmat-
ically controlled (see fn. 4 above). Fourth, so in (17) cannot be prag-
matically controlled, requiring a syntactic controlier (Hankamer and
Sag {207). Finally, VP Deletion is best analyzed as base generated (as
in Schachter [38] and Napoli [30]).

5 Whether deletion rules obey island constraints has been debated in the literature
(Ross [34], Wasow [40], among others). But with regard to the rules that appear to violate
island constraints studied in these debates, a deletion analysis may well be inferior to a
base generated analysis (as argued in Napotli [30]). However, among the best motivated
deletion rules is comparative deletion, and this rule obeys istkand constraints (see Bresnan
[51). For this reason [ am taking the position that bona fide deletion rules obey island
constraints.
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We can now explain most of the data in (15)-(17). Se is excluded
from (17) because its generation (or, alternatively, its interpretation)
would violate the adverbial island constraint. But VP Deletion is pos-
sible in (15) and (16) because no violation of the adverbial island con-
straint is involved. What we have here is a base generated form [would
it (15) and to in (16)] that can be interpreted through pragmatic means
(where such means are, naturally, not sensitive to island constraints).

The only remaining fact to account for is why a missing complement
is possible in (17). If Del existed, its application would -violate the
adverbial island constraint, and we would expect (17) to be bad. Since
(17) is good, Del must not exist. But with NCA we correctly expect
(17} to be good because the null anaphor here would be base generated
and would be open to pragmatic control (as demonstrated by Hankamer
and Sag [20]). Likewise, with Base we correctly have no reason to
expect (17) to be bad. Since no syntactic operation appties in (17), no
viclation of the adverbial island constraint can arise.

1.5, COMPARATIVES

In comparative clauses we find the same range of data we found in
adverbial clauses discussed in section 1.4 above.®

(18) a. John shouted louder than you thought he did.
b. John shouted louder than he expected (to).
c. John shouted louder than vou thought (*so).

Bresnan [5] (among others) has shown that comparative clauses are
islands. Given this fact, we can use here the argument of section 1.4,
mutatis mutandis, to show that Del cannot eXist, Instead, either NCA

¢ Note that Comparative Ellipsis cannot be taken to have applied in (18a—c). Com-

parative Ellipsis (if it exists, see Napoli (29) for arguments against the existence of CE)
obeys subjacency.

(i) John shouted louder than Bill shouted. (without CE)
John shouted louder than Bill. {with CE)
(ii) John shouted louder than you said Bill shouted. (without CE).
*John shouted louder than you said Bill. (with CE)

Since CE cannot operate in (ii), it also cannot operate in (18a—c). Thus (18a--c) are
examples of missing complement sentences. See also Kuno [26].
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or Base is the correct analysis of the missing complement phenome-
7
non.

1.6. CoNceaLED QUESTIONS

Grimshaw [17, section 5] points out that missing complement sen-
tences that have a verb that allow an embedded question as the verb
whose complement is missing can appear where there is no identical
complement elsewhere in the linguistic structure. Consider (19).

(19) a. Bill asked me the time, so I inquired.
b. *Bill asked me the time, so I inquired the time.

Since inguire is not subcategorized for a simple NP complement [as
{19b) shows] but for an S complement, (19a) must be an example of a
missing complement sentence. If Del existed, there would be no con-
troller for the deletion here, so it should not be able to apply to (20)
to give (19a).

(20) Bill asked me the time, so I inquired what the time was.

If NCA existed, and if NCA required an antecedent question for (19a),
NCA would fail here because of the lack of an appropriate antecedent.
Grimshaw (17) offers a third alternative. Seeing problems in pro-

7 There are two other arguments offered by Hankamer and Sag [20] against Del. Both
of them fail, however. The first argument [20:412] is based on the ‘‘missing antecedent
phenomenon," discussed in Grinder and Postal [18]. But from Williams {41:693--4] we
can see that this test is not a reliable diagnostic for syntactic deletion, since elements
like that and those, which even Hankamer and Sag would have to call **deep’” anaphors,
can be understood to “contain’’ missing antecedents. For this reason I will not present
Hankamer and Sag’s argument in the text.

The other argument [20:419] is based on the claim that a sentence like {i) is ambiguous
between a ““stupid” and a ‘‘sensible’” reading, whereas (ii) is unambiguous (with only
the “‘stupid’’ reading).-

(i} I claimed that she was oider than she was.
(i) [=H&S’s (99)] I claimed that Sue was older than she was, and Lennie agreed.

But ne one I have asked (out of a dozen speakers, none of whom are linguists) finds (if)
to be limited to the “‘stupid”’ reading. Instead, everyone I asked saw only the ““sensible”
reading (and judged the sentence fine with that reading) untit I specifically pointed out
to them the possible ““stupid’” reading, in which case they all also accepted that reading.
For this reason, I find fault with Hankamer and Sag’s argument and I will not reproduce
it in the text.

~ Sag and Hankamer [36] present no new arguments against either Del or Base,
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posing a null anaphor in the syntax, she proposes that syntactically
there is no complement in a missing complement sentence. But she
also proposes an interpretive rule, called the Null Complement Rule,
which copies well-formed sentential formulae of logical form to supply
an interpretation for missing complements. Now Grimshaw can offer
a semantic explanation for (19a) along the following lines. She points
out that the time in (19a) will be represented in logical form as a ques-
tion—in fact, the question what the time was. So her Null Complement
Rule can copy this question into the complement of inguire in logical
form and (19a) will receive the same interpretation (20) receives. If
NCA were to operate like Grimshaw's Null Complement Rule, then
the data here can be handled by NCA, after all.

An alternative pragmatic explanation (which would be the expla-
nation required by Base) for (19a) utilizes only facts about appropriate
contexts for sentences. So in (19a) implies a relationship of cause and
effect. We are, therefore, to take the inquiring in the second clause as
a result of the asking in the first clause. Since Bill was asking the
speaker about the time, we infer that the speaker then inquired about
the time. If the speaker were to have inquired about something other
than the time, the use of so in (19a) would be inappropriate, particularly
in the absence of explicit information that the expected inference did
not hold.

The data here, then, supply an argument against Del and against one
formulation of NCA, but not against Grimshaw’s analysis.

2. AGAINST BOTH DEL AND NCA
2.1, Taas
Missing complements can occur in tags of the following type.
(21) He's coming, 1 Hrm:w\mxﬁnoﬁ\,m:go@m.

Ross (35) has argued that these tags are derived by a rule called Slifting
from a structure in which they embed what becomes the surface matrix
clause. There are problems with this analysis, many of which Ross
himself carefully points out. Let me here note just one problem that
is significant for us. The sentences with negative tags in (22) are to be
derived, according to Ross, from those in (23b) after a rule of Not
Copying (copying the embedded S’s negative onto the immediately
higher clause) has applied to the sentences in 23a. If Slifting, an optional
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rule, does not apply, then Not Deletion, an obligatory rule, must apply
to (23b).

(22) He’s not coming, 1 don’t think/expect/suppose.

(23) a. I think/expect/suppose he’s not coming.
b. I don’t think/expect/suppose he’s not coming.

Notice that Not Deletion would have to be global, deleting only not’s
that had been copied onto higher clauses, otherwise we would have
no way of preventing a Not Deletion rule from freely deleting not out
of any clause immediately embedded under another negated clause (see
Ross’s fn. 27). Given this problem (which I return to below) plus the
other problems he points out, I will assume that the tag in (21) is base
generated as a tag and not by way of Slifting.

While missing complements occur in these tags, full complements
and proform complements do not.®

* L) .
(24) a. He’s coming, I think *rm s onEmw .

S0

*1'm coming
b. I'm coming, I expect 4 *so
*to

* ' 1
¢. He’s not coming, I don’t suppose T_MM S ooEEmW .

d. *He’s not coming, I suppose not.

If Del existed, then we would have to claim Del was obligatory in this
context. Even if we were to allow functional conditions on rules, we
cannot say the reason for Del’s being obligatory is to avoid redundancy,
since semantic interpretation rules will operate off a level of structure
before Del (and other deletion rules) apply. Thus we are left with an
apparently ad hoc condition on Del: it is obligatory in tags of this sort.

¥ I am taking #ot to be a proform S complement, the negative counterpart to se. Notice
that not follows the pattern in 28 below that we would expect if it were a proform.

(i) John might be right, even though I strongly suspect not.
{ii) Even though I strongly suspect not; John might be right.
(iii) Even though John might be right, I strongly suspect not. -
(iv) *I strongly suspect. not, even though John might be right.

Also, not behaves in the way expected of a proform in section 2.7 below and elsewhere
in this article,
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The problem for NCA is even more glaring. Not only do we obli-
gatorily generate a null complement in the base in these tags, but we
have no syntactic or semantic reason for doing this. If we really have
a complement here, null though it may be, it has the same syntactic
and semantic status as any other unanalyzable complement: i.e., the
same syntactic and semantic status as proforms such as so, te, and
not.” But none of these proforms can occur here. Thus the restriction
on the base is unquestionably ad hoc.

Base, instead, not only does not require any ad hoc conditions on
rules of grammar, it is also explanatory in a way no other analysis
could be. Consider (24) again. Let us assume that full complements
and proform complements are all excluded for the same reason (per-
haps redundancy). If Base is the correct analysis of missing comple-
ment sentences, these sentences are neither semantically nor syntact-
ically equivalent to the corresponding sentences with full or proform
complements. In particular, tags such as those in (21) must be inter-
preted as meaning simply that 1 hold an opinion or expectation, with
no assertion made as to what that opinion or expectation is. Pragmatic
factors, such as Grice’s [16] maxims, will tell us that if the utterance
is to be interpreted as relevant toward making the discourse proceed,

? Restrictions on the distribution of empty categories {(as in Chomsky [10, 11] will not
predict that the {e] of NCA have a different syntactic distribution from phonetically
realized proform or full complements. Consider the syntactic status of this [e] with NCA.
[¢] is not trace {since no movement is involved here). It cannot be pro (the “‘little” pro
of Chomsky {111) since it is not coindexed with INFL. And finally, it cannot be PRO
since then we would never expect it to alternate with phonetically realized complements,
but it does, as in,

(i) - I suppose (s0). I suppose (he's coming).
I refuse (o). I refuse (to come).

One might object that since these complements are of the category S and not NP, they
will not be assigned case and thus they can be ungoverned. In that instance, both PRO
and phonetically realized complements could alternate if the complement is ungoverned.
But what would prevent the verb of (i} from governing its S compiement? Notice that
verbs allowing null complements can govern their complements in other sentences (where
the complement is nonnull).

(ii) 1 expect John to leave. (cf. I expect (50).)

It appears that the system developed to account for empty categories in Chomsky [10,
111 is most useful for NPs and not for Ss. Thus the assumption I am using in the text is
that the [e] of NCA should have the same distribution in the base as phonetically realized
complements and any surface differences in distribution should follow from indepen-
dently established principles and rules of the grammar. In (24) in the text, I see ne
independently needed grammatical mechanisms that would block the phonetically re-
alized complements.
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then the opinion or expectation held should be one that we can glean
from elsewhere in the context. With tags like those in (21), the obvious
place to look for the opinion or expectation is the sentence to which
the tag is attached.

The tag, then, is little more than an indication of agreement with the
preceding sentence. Now notice that English is a language with what
Pope [31] describes as a *‘positive—negative answering system.”” When
we wish to show agreement with a question, we answer with “‘yes’
or *‘no”’ depending strictly on the polarity of the (matrix clause of the)
question. A difference of polarity between the question and answer,
on the other hand, indicates disagreement (or disconfirmation), as
m:oéscomoé. .

25y Q. Is it hot today? )
A. 1. Yes( it is hot today). Positive Agreement
2. No (, it isn’t hot today). Negative Disagreement
(26) Q. Isn’t it hot today?
A. 1. No (, itisn’t hot today). Negative Agreement

2. Yes, it is (hot today).  Positive Disagreement

Consider again my claim that the tag in (21) is merely an indication of
agreement. We would expect, then, that if we were to add such a tag
to indicate agreement with a negative sentence, the tag would have
negative polarity also. This is precisely what happens, as seen in (22)
above, Only with an analysis that allows us to see the tag as a simple
indication of agreement (much like *‘yes’” and ‘‘no’’) can we see the
polarity of the tag in (22) as expected given the pattern in (25)-(26).
In any other kind of analysis, the polarity of the tag in (22) is prob-
lematic. Base is just the right kind of analysis to allow us to see the
tag as an agreement indicator, and, thus, the right kind of analysis to
allow us to see the polarity facts in (21)-(22) as determined by the
agreement system of English in general. Base offers us an insight that
the other analyses of missing complement sentences miss entirely.

2.2. BACKWARDS ANAPHORA CONSTRAINT

This argument is attributed to Ken Wexler by Edwin Williams (per-
sonal communication). The Backwards Anaphora Constraint (BAC)
restricts a proform from both preceding and commanding its antece-
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dent.'® Thus Ae can be understood as coreferential with John in (27a—
¢) but not in (27d).

(27y a. John left, after he made his bed.
. After he made his bed, John left,
. After John made his bed, he left.
. ¥*He left after John made his bed.

on o

The proform complements below obey the BAC, ds expected.!!

(28) al. John wants to win, even though he won't try fo.
b1l. Even though he won't try to, John wants to win.
cl. Even though John won't try to win, he wants fo.
dl. *John wants to, even though he won’t try to win.
a2. I expect Mary can do it, even though you don’t think so.
b2. Even though you don’t think so, I expect Mary can do it.
¢2. ?Even though you don’t think Mary can do it, I expect so.
d2. *I expect so, even though you don’t think Mary can do it.

[Note that the asterisks in (27d) and (28d1) and (28d2) indicate un-
grammaticality with the intended reading oniy.] But missing comple-
ments do not exhibit this pattern. (29a—d) are all acceptable sentences.

(29) al. John succeeded in impressing, even though he didn’t try—__.
bl. Even though he didn’t try_____, John succeeded in impressing.
¢l. Even though John didn’t try to impress, he succeeded .
d1. John succeeded_____, even though he didn’t try to impress.
a2. John did promise he was coming, although I still worry_—_.

b2. Although I still worry—_, John did promise he was coming.

¢2. Although I still worry whether John is coming, he did
promise____.

d2. John did promise___, although 1 still worry whether he is
coming.

¥ The exact formulation of the BAC is debatable (see Reinhart [33], among others).
In fact, McCray [27] questions the syntactic status of the constraint. Still, typically, the
BAC as stated in the text is observed, thus I will assume this formulation of it. Note
that in all instances of testing for sensitivity to the BAC, we must try to find contexts
for our sentences which preclude pragmatic and/or discourse control of the proform in
question.

1 C2 is marginal for some unknown reason. A better pair for (c2)-(d2) is:

(i) Even though Mary’s really smart, you'll never think so.
(i) *You’ll never think so, even though Mary’s really smart.
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If NCA existed, then the null anaphors marked by the underlining
in (29d1-2) would be violating the BAC and we would expect these
sentences to be ungrammatical. Instead, the sentences are fine.

If, on the other hand, Del existed, then this deletion would allow the
“trigger”’ of the deletion to be both commanded and preceded by the
deletion site. Since I believe there are, in fact, very few, if any, bona
fide deletion rules (see Napoli [30]), it is difficult to test whether dele-
tion in general obeys the BAC or not. But certainly those early linguistic
studies that proposed and/or assumed many deletion rules claimed that
the rules obeyed the BAC {and even more restrictive constraints, sach
as being only left to right, as in Hankamer [191).!* For example, Gap-
ping, which is often taken to be a deletion rule (as in Stillings [39])
obeys the BAC.

(30) *John pears and Sue bought apples.
(cf. Sue bought apples and John pears.)

Thus even with Del we would incorrectly expect (29d1-2) to be un-
grammatical.

Base, obviously, is presented no problems by the fact that the ex-
amples (29d1-2) are good. Base posits no nuil anaphor in (29d1-2},
thus no question of a possible violation of the BAC arises.'?

12 Hankamer {19] claims the only deletion rules which can operate right to left are
pronominalization rules (where proforms for him are the result of deletion and insertion)
and “‘fishing rules’” (see his Section 4.4), which he suggests may be formulated to in-
corporate a pronominalization stage. Thus nonproneminal deletion rules would operate
only left to right and therefore (irivially) obey the BAC.

%> Hankamer and Sag [20, fn. 21] claim that missing complements do obey the BAC.
They star (i).

(i) Idon’tapprove, even :..ozmw she's old enough to drive a truck.

I have uttered this sentence to dozens of native speakers of English. No one yet has
found it unacceptable in the slightest way. I have no explanation for this difference in
judgment. But over and over again we find what would be instances of a violation of the
BAC if NCA existed. Just a few examples that everyone I asked found acceptable are
given here.

(i) I (stil) wonder, even though Homer has promised to come.
I (still) worry, even though Homer has promised to come.
Bill volunteered, so we let him carry the canoe.
Bill offered, so we let him carty the canoe.
Bill agreed, so we practiced jumping off his car.

This one comment of Hankamer and Sag’s constitutes one of only two arguments they
put forth against Base. Their only other argument against Base is refuted in section 2.6
below.
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2.3. CoNTROL VERBS

Kuno {26:148) notes the following pair as examples of constraints on

missing complements (although he does not discuss the analysis of
these structures).

(31) Q.  Did John persuade Mary to go?
A, Yes, he persuaded her.

(32) Q. Did John expect Mary to win?
A.  *Yes, he expected her.

Missing complements can occur after V NP when we have what is
classically called an “Equi” structure {as in (31A)], but not when we
have what is classically called a “‘Raising” structure [as in (324)].

If Del exists, and if Raising into Object Position exists, we might try
to account for (31A) vs. (32A) by restricting Del to S complements
only, and never allowing it to apply to VP complements. There are,
however, serious problems with this solution. First, assuming Raising
exists, the VP of the lower clause must still be dominated by § in order
to account for the failure of (33).'4

(33) *I expect her to like myself.
(cf. I expect her to like me.)

S0, then, we might try to restrict Del to only those S complements that
branch. But Del can apply to Equi structures as in (1b), where S dom-
inates only VP, so this alternative also fails. Note that we cannot rescue
this hypothesis by claiming Equi structures as in 1 involve VPs im-
mediately dominated by VP in the base (so-called orphan VPs, as Bres-
nan {3, 7], among others, proposes), since then Del would have to be
allowed to delete VP [as in (1)] and then we would have no way to
block (32A).

If, on the other hand, Del exists but Raising into OP does not exist,
we could block (32A) by restricting Del to S complements again, and
never VP complements. Again this necessitates our analyzing all Equi

~structures as having underlying full Ss and not base generated orphan

" This conclusion holds whether we take the position that refiexive pronouns must
have a clausemate antecedent or whether we assume 2 government and binding analysis
of reflexivization. So even if we could do Raising into Object Position in a GB theory
AEEQ we cannot for multiple reasons), (33) would still provide evidence that myselfis
contained in a governing category which does not contain I. Therefore, myself is con-
tained in an S which does net contain 7, since there’s no other candidate for a governing
category for myself here.

Hn,
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VPs. Thus this analysis is workable, given a particular analysis of
“Raising”” and *‘Equi’”’ structures.

. Now consider the facts if NCA exists. Let us first assume Raising
into OP exists. Then we can say we base generate [e]g but never [e]ve.
Thus (31A), which is “‘missing’” an S complement, is generated with
[e]s. But (32A) cannot be generated, since her could never have been
raised out of a null complement. In order to account for (1), we will
have to say that Equi involves base generated Ss, and not VPs.

If Raising into OP does not exist but NCA does, again we can account
for (31A) vs. (32A) by claiming only [¢]s is base generated and never
[elve. And again Equi in (1) must involve an embedded S in the base,

Finally consider these facts if Base exists. To account for (314), we
merely claim that the propositional argument of persuade is optional
(a fact handled by strict subcategorization rules). To account for (32A),
all we need note is that expect takes a nonpropositional object argument
or a propositional object argument but never both. In either instance,
that object argument is optional {(again, a fact handled by strict sub-
categorization rules). Then (32A) will never be assigned an intransitive
reading {which is the reading associated with Base), since it has a non-
propositional object—and is, therefore, transitive. (324) fails not be-
cause it is ungrammatical, but because it is inappropriate for that con-
text. As Grimshaw [17:289] notes, ‘‘a discourse which violates
pragmatic conditions on responses will be ill-formed even if the re-
sponse itself is interpreted in a way thal is consistent with selection.”
(32A) is an inappropriate response to (32Q) because in (32Q) we are
questioning a propositional object of expect, but in (32A) we are of-
fering a nonpropositional object of expect as an answer. This account
of (31A) vs. (32A) holds regardless of ong’s analysis of ‘“Equi”’ and
“Raising’’ structures. That is, all theories agree, so far as [ know, that
persuade is a 3-place predicate whereas expect is 2-place. That is the
only fact utilized by Base to explain these data.

In sum, all three analyses can account for the data. But both Del
and NCA require that a certain analysis of ““Equi’ structures be
adopted, and Del also requires a certain analysis of ““‘Raising’ struc-
tures, plus the ad hoc claim that S can be filled by a null anaphor in
the base but VP cannot. Since the analysis of “Equi’® and “‘Raising”’
structures is highly debateable, if we have an analysis of missing com-
plement sentences of comparable simplicity and adequacy that is in-
dependent of one’s analysis of *‘Equi”’ and *‘Raising’’ structures, this
alternative analysis is to be preferred on a priori grounds. Base is just
such an analysis.

Note that this argument does not claim Del or NCA must be incor-
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rect. It merely says that if all other factors are equal, we should choose
Base on theoretical grounds.

2.4, ONEorF THEM

Jerry Morgan (personal communication) has pointed out to me a
problem for the analysis of VP Deletion that involves phrases like “‘one
of them.”” In this subsection I give the analogous problem for the anal-
ysis of missing complement sentences.

Consider sentences like those in (34)-(35).

(34) John was going to buy Mary a cake and she was supposed to
give him the money, but one of them forgot____. .
(35) Mary wanted to get married and Bill wanted to marry her, but

at the last minute one of them refused_____.

The problems for Del and NCA are similar: What is the antecedent of
the so-called gap that either triggers the deletion (as in Del) or accounts
for the interpretation (as in NCA)? We’d have to claim that sentences
like (34)—(35) are ambiguous, where one reading of (34), for cxample,
has John forgetting to buy Mary a cake and another reading of (34} has
Mary forgetting to give John the money. But this is not, in fact, the
way people understand these sentences. They are not ambiguous sen-
tences: they do not have two distinct meanings. Instead, they mean
precisely what they say: that either John or Mary forgot. Which one
forgot is not part of the meaning of this sentence. That information is
not given us. In fact, understanding that that information is not given
us is crucial in understanding the sentence.

Base, on the other hand, encounters no problem with (34)-(33).
There is no complement of forgot or refused at any level of the deri-
vation, so questions of antecedents and corresponding interpretations
don’t arise. Here Grice’s [16] maxims can again be helpful. Given that

speakers are supposed to cooperate by being relevant, to say ‘‘one of _

them forgot’’ is to invite the listener to conclude for (34), for example,
that either John forgot to buy Mary a cake or Mary forgot to give John
the money. This invited inference (to use Geis and Zwicky’s [15] term)
holds even if the speaker doesn’t know who forgot.

(36) A: Where’s the cake?
B:  John was supposed to buy it and Mary was supposed to give
him the money, but one of them forgot.
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A:  Who forgot?
B: Idon’t know. Mary wouldn’t tell me.

But as expected this invited inference can also be cancelled.
(37) A: Mary wanted to get married and Bill wanted to marry her,
but at the last minute one of them refused.

B: Oh, yeah? What happened?

A:  Well, Mary arrived at the church and refused to enter. Her
old violent atheism erupted, And so the minister called the
whole thing off, even though both Mary and Bill begged him
to marry them in the side yard,

I see no way Del or NCA could handle (36) at all and no way they
could handle (37) without claiming speaker A had contradicted himself,
But when I have presented (37) to native speakers of English, they
may find speaker A ‘‘sneaky’’ or ‘‘perverse,”” but no one feels he has
contradicted himself. Base is the only analysis compatible with the data
here.

2.5, ANy WoORDs

Another argument can be made using sentences involving any or
any-words, like those in (38).

(38) If he wants me to hold anything, I’ll agree____.
If she needs me to carry anything, I'll volunteer____,
If she says any dirty words, I'll approve_—., no matter what her
father thinks. :

If either Del or NCA exists, we must allow the antecedent (of either
deletion or interpretation) to contain an any word where the target of

the rule (the deletion site or the null anaphor) contains or is understood

as containing a some word or a definite pronoun in the corresponding
slot. While there are ways to handle these facts, Base does not en-
counter the problem at all. Thus (as in section 2.3 above) Base is to
be preferred on a priori grounds, all other factors being equal.

2.6, INTRANSITIVE MEANING

There are sentences in which the same verbs that can occur in miss-
ing complement sentences must be analyzed as being intransitive. For
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example,

(39) I think, therefore 1 am.
(40) He had a lobotomy. Now he can’t think.

Hankamer and Sag [20:412, fn. 21] give as an argument against Base
the claim that verbs with missing complements are understood differ-
ently from intransitive uses of those same verbs. Thus, they claim that
(41) “*means specifically that my wife doesn’t approve of my playing
cards and shooting dice, not that she just doesn’t approve of anything
in general.”

(41) [=H&S’s (ii)] I play cards and shoot dice, and my wife doesn’t
approve,

Grimshaw [17], whose analysis is outlined in section 1.6 above, agrees
with Hankamer and Sag as to the meaning of the missing complement
sentences. Thus H&S and Grimshaw are making different claims about
the meaning of these sentences from me. They claim missing comple-
ment sentences have a specific meaning assigned to the missing com-
ptement. I claim there is no meaning, per se, assigned to the missing
complement because there is NO missing complement, in fact, but that
the overall sentence is interpreted as having a given (limited) meaning
enriched by certain inferences invited, as expected, by Grice’s maxims.

There are at least two obvious ways to test which claim about the
meaning of these sentences is correct, and these involve the predictions
made with regard to symonymy and contradiction. That is, the first
claim would lead us to predict that we could find instances in which
both the intransitive use of a verb and the missing complement were
used in a nonredundant way, since the two are not synonymous. My
claim would predict such instances would never arise. Thus with the
first claim one would predict (42A) would have a nonredundant reading
(as well as, perhaps, a redundant one), whereas I predict only redun-
dancy.!?

(42) Q. Why does John try so hard to win?
A. He tries because he tries.

¥ Perhaps “‘redundancy”’ is not the best term here. That is, I am predicting (42A) will
be similar in its feeling of repetitiveness to sentences like, **War is war.’’ Something
other than redundancy is at issue here, as Frank Humphrey (personal communication
in 1977) pointed out to me, but it is not necessary to clarify what for this article so long
as the distinction between the first claim’s predictions and mine is clear.
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No one I asked found (42A) ambiguous when first presented with it,
and everyone I asked found it redundant (but see fn. 15 above). Cer-
tainly with the addition of adverbs that can distinguish between simple
present versus generic interpretation of the tense of the verbs in (424),
the answer can emerge as nonredundant.'s

(43) A. He tries now because he always tries.

. But the difference in interpretation between the two clauses in (43A)
is not one of having a specific complement (even if it is phonetically
null) versus having no complement—but, instead, simply one of tense
interpretation. Once (43) is presented to speakers, they often look back
at (42A) and find it ambiguous—but the ambiguity, again, is only one
of tense interpretations. Likewise, if there is any other difference of
tense and/or aspect between the two clauses, (42A) can be rescued
from redundancy.

(44) A. He’s trying (now) because he tries (always).

On the other hand, the first claim would predict that instances in
which a transitive use of a verb and the missing complement use of 2
verb appeared with opposite polarity would have a noncontradictory

"reading (as well as, perhaps, a contradictory one), whereas my claim
predicts only contradiction. In this light consider (45A).

(45) Q. Why doesn’t John try to win?
A. He doesn’t try but he tries.

Everyone 1 asked found (45A) contradictory when first presented with
it. Again the addition or change of elements to allow for contrasting
tense interpretations can rescue (45A).

(46) A. With regard to elections, he doesn’t try, but in general he
certainly tries hard.

(47) A. He isn't trying now, but he does usually try.

1 If you find these examples less than fully acceptable, try (i) in place of (42) and (if)
in place of (43)—(44).

() A. Why didn’t you refuse to go with him?
B. 1didn’t refuse because I didn’{ refuse.
(i) I didn’t refuse because I never (used to) refuse.
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Notice that the generic use of the present tense does not require an
interpretation of ‘‘always’’—just of “‘typically’’.'” Thus (46) and (47)
are not contradictory., While we might expect that speakers who had
been presented with (46) and (47) would return to (45A) and now allow
a noncontradictory reading (involving simple present in one clause but
generic in the other), for some reason no one 1 asked found (45A)
anything but contradictory. And I agree with my informants.

Clearly the above facts are consistent only with Base and not with
Del (where interpretation would operate off a structure before deletion
rules had applied 1o it), NCA (where the null complement would receive
a specific interpretation), or Grimshaw’s analysis (where the syntact-
ically missing complement is supplied in the logical form to yield a
specific interpretation for the complement).

2.7. NEGATION

I came to this argument through a discussion with Allen Browne in
1979. Some verbs with missing complements can comfortably be ne-
gated, as in {48).

(48) Don’t even try.
He didn’t begin.
He won’t refuse.

But other such verbs are strange in the negative in some contexts in
at least some varieties of English (my own included).

(49) a. He’ll never win.
guess
b. Idon’t think
suppose
expect

The responses in (49b) are decidedly odd for some speakers. Those
verbs which have classically been called ““Negative Raisers’ are pre-
cisely the set of verbs that are odd in the negative in a oosﬁwﬁ like
(49).

Notice that the utterances in (49b) are perfectly moomwﬁmc_m or at
worst marginal in other contexts, as seen in (50).

7 Actuaily, the interpretation of generic tense need not require even a sense of “typ-
ically™. See Dahl [14] among others for relevant discussion.

m
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(50) a. I don’t guess. I know. In ALL situations, I know.
b. I don’t think. I prefer watching television.
¢. 71 don’t suppose. Rather, 1 argue, no mastter what position 1
like.
d. ?I don’t expect. After a tough childhood like mine, I mz.pv_%
wait.

The problem is that these utterances are nonsequitors in (49b). Only
the generic tense interpretation of the verb is allowed here. Apparently
the invited inference associated with a specific tense interpretation
(that what I don’t guess, for example, is that hie’ll win—see section
2.6 above for more discussion) is somehow blocked.

These facts are at first a puzzle. But if we consider the fact that the
problem arises only with ‘‘Negative Raisers,”” we can extract from
these facts an argument for Base.
~ First, consider Del. Whether the effect called Negative Raising is
(1) the result of a transformation, or (2) the result of scépe interpretation
of a base generated matrix negative, or (3) the result of pragmatic fac-
tors, Del offers no explanation as to why (49b) should resist the inter-
pretation we’d assign to the corresponding sentences with full com-
plements or proform complements.

Second, consider NCA. Notice first that the context in (49) is an
%E,owzmﬁm one for sentences with ?&9.8 cofiplements. Thus (51)
give fine responses to (49a).

guess guess

1 1 think not. I don’t think S0,
suppose suppose
expect expect

With an interpretive or pragmatic account of the effect known as Neg-
ative Raising, there is no obvious explanation as to why a null anaphor
should be inappropriate in (49b) but a proform should be appropriate
in (51). With a transformational account of the effect known as Negative
Raising, if both so and not are ‘‘surface’’ anaphors in Hankamer and
Sag’s terms, we could order Negative Raising before the rule which
derives so/not. Then (51} could be generated. (49b), however, could
never be generated since NCA posits a base null anaphor here, so a
negative could never be ‘‘raised’” out of this null complement. Notice
that while we can account for (31) versus {49b) with NCA (ordering
Negative Raising before so/not pronominalization, an ordering that
would be natural if Negative Raising belonged to Sentence Grammar
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and so/not pronominalization belonged to Discourse Grammar, given
that rules of Sentence Grammar should apply before rules of Discourse.
Grammar), our account requires that Negative Raising be a transfor-
mation, a position which is highly suspect (see Horn {23], among many
others, including the references therein).

With Base, however, the facts can be explained simply. If the effect
known as Negative Raising is due to a transformation, (49b) cannot be
generated with the reading where the negative has scope over some
embedded complement since there is no complement for this negative
to raise out of. If the effect known as Negative Raising is due to an
interpretive rule, the question is one of scope of the negative. The
negative cannot be read as having scope over some embedded com-
plement since there is no such complement. And, finally, if the effect
known as Negative Raising is due to pragmatic factors, we can explain
{(49b) by noting that with the generic tense reading no particular com-
plement can be inferred, therefore we cannot go through the usual steps
to arrive at the effect that would be desired in 49.'®

On the other hand, we can account for the acceptability of (51) cither
by raising the negative transformationally before so/not pronominali-
zation or by interpreting the matrix negative as having scope over the
complement (whether before or after so/not pronominalization), or by
the usual pragmatic means (where so/not are interpreted like any other
complements). Furthermore, if so is base generated (contra Hankamer
and Sag), we can still account for (51) as long as we have an interpretive
or pragmatic account of the effect known as Negative Raising (which,
as I mentioned above, is the more likely situation, anyway).

We can see, then, that our account of (49) with Base does not depend
on any particular analysis of Negative Raising or of the derivation of
solnot. Base, then, is clearly superior to both Del and NCA with regard
to explaining (49b}.

Before we leave this subsection, consider (49) once more for those
speakers who find (49b) acceptable in the context given there. Notice

18 A pragmatic account (briefly) would go like this. Consider (i).
(i) Idon’tthink he’s coming.

(i) says that I do not hold opinion X (where X = he’s coming). This could be either because
I hold no opinion regarding X or because I hold the opinien ‘‘not X.” Now if I utter (i}
and people assume I do have an opinion, people may infer that the reason I do not hold
opinion X is that 1 hold the opinion ““not X.”” Thus people may infer (ii).

(ii) I think he’s not coming.

This pragmatic account is essentially the same as that found in wNnm.o_.. [23, as far as I
can tell from the rendering of Bartsch {which is not available to me) in Horn [22].
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that the account of (49b)’s exclusion with NCA above is totally in-
consistent with the fact that some speakers find (49b) acceptable. Since
NCA will most likely call for a transformational analysis of Negative
Raising [see the discussion immediately following (51) above], (49b)
should be rejected by all speakers. For Base, the fact that some speak-
ers accept (49b) is not nearly so problematic. The question becomes:
Why do some people favor the generic tense interpretation in (49b) so
strongly that they cannot get the invited inferences associated with the
specific tense interpretations?'® I cannot answer this. But it seems clear
that whatever answer is correct cannot be of a syntactic nature—con-
trary to any explanation that would be compatible with Del or NCA,
but just as expected given Base.

2.8. INTRANSITIVE VERBS

A final (trivial) argument for Base can be deduced from the fact that
all verbs which allow missing complements also have what Hankamer
and Sag [20:412, fn. 21] would call intransitive uses. If Del or NCA
existed, the fact that Del and NCA could apply only to verbs which
were also subcategorized to optionally take object complements in the
base is accidental. But if Base is correct, this fact is exactly as expected,
because missing complement sentences are, precisely, intransitive uses
of the verbs in question.

3. IMPLICATIONS

Many arguments have been presented to show that the phenomenon
of so-called missing complements in English is really just a case of
intransitive verb usages. This result is interesting in a number of ways.
First, it is one more example of a phrase structure analysis (the null
hypothesis) being superior to any more abstract analysis. Second, it is
the only analysis consistent with Napoli’s (in progress) hypothesis that
there are no deletion rules that operate on a target position that could

'® The inferences go like this.
(i) Idon'tguess.

(i) should be relevant as a response to the preceding comment. So let’s infer, **I don't
guess he'll win™ in (49). But since saying what one doesn’t guess is not terribly inform-
ative if one actually does guess something, let’s assume that the reason I don’t guess
he’ll win is that I guess just the opposite. That is, I guess he won't win. (The second

inference is simply what I've been calling the Negative Raising effect. See also fn. 18
above.) :
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have been filled with a proform. Third, m.ﬂ is ms.oﬂ.:ma example .oH, how
Grice’s [16] maxims can help us to m<o=.~ the mistake of asking MS.
grammar to do more than its job. Fourth, it removes man ofa <mﬂw ew
crucial rule examples upon which Hankamer and mmm $ Gov. 36]t ooam
of anaphora rests, threatening that theory further. Fifth, éw;m 1 MSHSH :
here present the Italian evidence, it can be argued (as I do :HH m%o i
[30}) that missing complements in Italian are .mwm.o best analyzed as
instances of intransitive verb usages. Thus @n insights mmﬁrog@ _.Eﬂy
while using data from English, are not restricted to understanding the

grammar- of English only.
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