ON THE SO-CALLED “THEORETICAL CONTRASTIVE STUDIES™!

TADRUSZE ZAABROCKI

A dam_,-".fic.i:-iewicz Irniversify. Poznait

Fisiak (1973) has introduced the term “specific-theoretical contrastive
studies” (hence TCOS). These studies were defined as giving “an exhausting
aceount of the differences and similarities between a given pair of languages”.
“Specific-theoretical studies™ were distinguished from ‘‘general-theoretical
studics”’, which deal with gencral methodological prineiples of conftrastive
work and “applied studies”, “gencral” and “gpecific”, Applicd conftrastive
studies are supposed to be a patt of applied lingnistics and should direct
the comparison of two languages toward some specific purpose, as, for example,
the cxplanafion of interference errors. '

In this paper I would like to examine certain methodological aspects of
the of TCA (theoretical contrastive analysis — the terms “studies” and
“analysis’ arc used interchangeably here). In particular, I will be interested
in its potential explanatory powcr and the contribution TCA can make to
descriptive Linguistics,

Tt appears that from the methodological point of view TCA is a very
peculiar field. This peouliarity may be an underlying cause of much of the
criticism that has been directed lately against CA. The most important and
distinctive methodologieal feature of TCA is that it docs not provide us with
any original explanatory theory which TCA and no other branch of lin-
guistics can provide. In this sensc 1t 1s not an explanatory science. What TCA
provides is a set of observations concerning what may be called contrastive
facts. These are mostly of the following typcs:

1. a) L, has featurc o where L, has feature B
1. b) L, has feature @ and L, does not.

The present paper is a revised and expanded version of the paper read at the 5th
‘Polish-English. contrastive conference ab Ustronie, December 12, 1973.
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In an explanatory science such a set of observational statements is usually
supplemented by a theory that explains the observed facts b, answering
the question: why do those facts occur? Can there be an explanation for
contrastive facts? Of course such an explanation can exist but the theor-
etical statements which will occur in its premises will not be different from
those required independently by some other linguistic branch. Thus the
explanations that contrastivists are possibly seeking can be easily, almost
mechanicaily, constructed assuming that the researcher has at his disposal
full and adequate grammars of compared languages and the general theory
of language.

To demonstrate this point let us provide an explanation for 1 when 1
concerns syntax. Four possibilities come to mind. They can be presented
m & very informal way as: '

A. It is 80 that 1.a) because in L, there is a rule A that generates structure X
having the property o where in L, there is a rule B that generates
structure Y that differs from X in that it has the property B where
the former had o

It is s0 that 1.b) becaunse in L, there is a rule A that generates structure X
that has a property a and there is no such a rule in L,.

where ¢, B=properties of syntactic structures

B. It is so that 1.b) hecause the rulc A that generates structure X with the
property a is restricted by a set of exceptions (conditions) differont
from the set of exceptions {conditions) to the rule A in Ly

or It is 80 that 1.b} because the rule A in L, is dependent on certain other
rules that apply before it and either restrict or widen the domain of
its applieation (bleed or feed it) and that have no counterparts in L,,
or their counterparts arve restricted in a different way

where a, B=properties of syntactic structures,

A good example of B is the one given in Kénig (1970). Relative clause
reduction and the subsequent shift of the unreduced material to the front
of the relativized noun phrase is much less restricted in German than in
English because of the word order rule that shifts the verb to the end of the
relative clause. If the verb iz a participle, it would allow the operation of the
two rules mentioned above. In & similar situation in English the application
of the relative clausé rule and the adjectival shift is blocked whenever there
18 some element within the rclative clause that follows the participial form
of the word, In both languages the process leading to the construction

1) Der Junge der durch den Hund gebissen worden war.
2) Durch den Hund gebissener Junge.
3) The boy who was bitten by a dog.
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4)* The bilten by o dog boy.

of adjectival constructions is constrained in the same way (it applies when-
ever the relative clause ends with an adjective or participle) but in German
it iz “fed” additionslly by the rule of subordinate clause word order which
does not exist in English.

C. It is so that 1. is possible because o and P are not universals, where q,
B=rules {s) or category{ies).? |

D. It is so that 1.a) because (a) — it is always so that whenever 7 occurs in &
language, o occurs too; whenever § appears, P is present.
(b} v occurs in I, and 6 in L,

It is so 1.b) becausc {c) — (a) holds (d) ¥ occurs in Ly, but not in L.

From the above we can see that

(a) the statement following “‘because’ in C has to be present as a pfarrt-
of the gencral linguistic theory, one of the most important aims of which
is to show to what extent languages can differ and to what extent they cannot.

{b) (a) in D ic also to bhe found within general linguistic theory in the
section which deals with implicational universals.

{¢} what follows “because” in A and B is nothing other than s'imple
conjunctions of theorctical statements to be found within the theories of
grammars of the langunages to be compared. The general pattern of argumen-
tation here is as follows. The resson why there is a syntactic structure which
has the property a in L, is because the grammar of L; has the property{ies)
X, and the reason why there is a syntactic structure with the property B
in L, is becauwse the grammar of L, has the property(ies) Y.

As has been demonstrated, TCA is a peculiar field where no new, original
explanatory theorics are constructed to account for the painstakingly collect-
ed body of data, The reason for this is that the theory needed to account
for it is, theoretically at least, easily available, constituting a part of the
general and specific theories of language. .

It should be elesr that the results of T'CS, contrastive facts, do not explain
anything by themselves, much less interference errors. Im an empirical science
to explain means to infer logically from the conjunction of statements of

* In the forma given here C looks like a pseudo-explanation. Actually. it can be
interpretod as an ad-hoc constructed trivial conclusion following fmm_ the Eslt-atem?nt
describing the/act which nceds explanation. Ideally, the statement denying IH'IHJFGI'EE-’TII'{';‘F
to some language feature should be justified indepondentily from the ﬁbSEI‘\i’HtIGII 11:. is
needed to ace unt for {and which otherwise provides a sufficient justification for 1t-_]|.
Practically, this means that we are pointing out to the fact that there is another pair
of languages w hich differ by the same featurc. Of course, what the question C answers
is not “‘why 1?7 * but “why is 1 possible ?”.
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which at 193'.513 one is a general, theoretical statement (referring t
neral regularity, law), a statement describing a particular fact tobh ‘D sm;u_r ge-
II% case of & language crror explanation the necessary gﬂnf-raj e‘fptdﬂmd.
will be taken from the psycholinguistic theory of language I;-:*m;ni j .H: t(zlmem
The role that TCA plays in relation to crror analysis is ?D v IIT1 o
not all, premises for the explanations of errors. = upply some, but
A_n IH]PDI:t&Dt but equally ancillary function of data collecting has TCA i
re}amlm} to linguisties “proper”’. This has been pointed out b gs. ) S ]L -
trastivists (see, for example, Selinker 1971). Let us examine ii«{zvem* mm
in a more detailed way, : s possibility
TCA, in my Gpiion, ean and should contribute to a} linguistic typology
b) general llngm?.tm theory, c} grammatical deseriptions ﬂ? artievl:-p 1{%’}:
guages. 'II'ESAGDMT{EHH{}H is again of a peculiar type in that 111:: is azc?{]ieniz.l
ADL SRLUHE specific. In an ideal situation the st i e
TC&I, bﬂ‘bih general and that of particular languagiglquﬂzlllgﬂiituf:lZEd in
it‘n{}dlﬁea,tmns. It appears, however, that many of th’r;: theoretical lli & _&Itl'y
i be solved only when data taken from more than one lngmE b
i considered. In TCA we are supposed to operate with adequate des;‘?g: .
of two languages, based on the same gencral theory. Tn reality, either ; mni:
the grammars or the general theory may be inadequate, due "t Dﬂeln
tion .‘Wlth(}}]_‘t the necessary recourse to the data of other 13:'[1:.1'11 s f’l Drfl-luha-
Bi:‘.ins-.lder.‘-],tl(}n might have led to some modification. In E’hisg‘* vhen such a
EIFI"LTISt reformulation has a chance to reformulate defective ﬁxiv:r}’ tﬂdcont-?g_
tions. T.hif; reformulation, however, will not bhe done vat}ch Hlien‘ “iﬂﬁl‘ll}-
contrastivist, but as cither a theoretician of language or as nguist as a
of one of the languages compared., ge a grammarian

]

Another type of contribution oceurs when a comparison of two | BES
ﬂuggcsts to the linguist a relevant linguistic gf_rnera]iéﬂtion the for ﬁnf}mg%
which does not necessttatce the consideration of the data, f;'{'mm.-mcn;gut? g
%a.ng'uagﬂ. Argain, when a contrastivist attempts to furmula.fe such a on U'H]e
ization, he {a acting no longer as & contrastivist, but as a thec;retica.l Iifj“?f:’ -

Let us illustrate the two types of contributions with examples Tﬁms
ond tztlp(t of contribution may be made by TCA to the theory -:}I;' i;ﬁ lliczt?{b
al unl:v'ersa]s. | When comparing a synthetic language like Pﬂ]iahp 'thmﬂ-
analytic one like English, we notice that the former has the “s W;JF &P’l
rule (the rule that accounts for the so called “free’” word ox:derfmr}ll]'l Hilii
latter dj:;es not. Such comparison may suggest that there is erh: s
cﬂnne.ct-mn between a language’s being mmlﬁin and its not ha,vi}:] thI‘]S Sflﬂin'Tle
question (a.'ctuall}r, the connection is quite obvious and, conse gue (‘le {;;Im
{;xﬂ,mple_trwial]. The complementary distribution of tw; lan uc;, ﬂf }'; -
{lﬁack of inflectional endings and free word order) in more thanganf e= ez s
sibly all, languages suggeats that the appearance of Dné in I, a.nci} 1:1[{]3 01}}]}?:;‘
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in L, is not a mere coincidence. Of course, this fact might be explained by
studying L, alone and showing that if it were to contain both features, it
would lose its communicational feasibility. The chances are, however, that
cxcept in an obvious case, like the one above, the systematic and necessary
nature of the co-occurrence relation between two features will be overlooked
unless confirmed by the examination of more than one language.

Let us turn now to cases where crosslinguistie considerations are necess-
ary for verifying theoretical linguistic hypotheses.

Quch a situation, too obvious to require a discussion, exists in linguistic
typology. As to the general theory of language. TCA may provide a testing
ground for claims assigning & umiversal value to a particular syntactic rule
(set of rules) or category(ies). To test & hypothesis of this sort would be to
search for possible ecounterexamples. If there are none, the hypothesis is not
refuted and, hence, has to be accepted. Naturally, such a verification can
be douc and is done outside TCA proper. Ideally, a general claim of this
type shouvld be tested on a number, possibly all, languages, within general
theoreticsl linguistic studies. A multilingual comparison would go heyond
the scope of CA, which is limited to the comparison of just two languages
at a time,

1 would now like to present briefly what, in my opinion, is a non-trivial
cxample illustrating the type of argumentation described abhove, It shows
how an apparcnt counterexample ceascs to be one under decper analysis.

T will elaim that modal adverbs in English have a deep structure position
which is essentially identical in terms of node configuration with that of

auxiliay clements. The tentative universal hypothesis to be made in this

conneetion is:
A) The structural position in Diag. (1) is connected, in the case of modal

adverbs (and probably in case of some modal verbs), with a special status in
the {ocus-presupposition arrangement of the seutence. Modal adverbs, when
i1 a main clause and not under contrastive stress, are neither presupposed
(do not belong o the presupposition of the sentence) nor a part of the focus
phrase of the sentence.
: 3
/ I\ / \
NP Adj+ly VP NP Aux VP
|
Mod

Diagramn (1}

The validity of the second part of the condition stated above ean be shown
by meking a simple declarative sentence 5) containing a modal adverb, the

“natural answer’ of a guestlon.
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5} I will probably go to France.

It appears that in such a situation the modal adverb, a) is never identical
with the clement questioned ahout, ie., focus, b) may be absent from the
presupposition of the question3. Since a question shares its presupposition
with the declarative sentence that is an answer to 1t, the modal adverb in
7) 18 not presupposed,

3) 18 not a “natural answer” to 8), but rather to 7).

6} Is it really probable that you will go to Francel

) Where will you g¢o? ,

There is an apparent counterexample to &) in Polish. We can find here
examples of modal adverbs which, in the conditions specified in a) (main
clause, normal intonation pattern), seem to function ss the main foei of sen-
tences, upon which the intonation center has been placed. There is no pre-
supposition-focus difference between 8) and 9).

8) Jest rzecaq vozywisiq, ie on tam poszedl.

9) Oczywiscie, Ze on tam poszedt,

In my opinion such a difference exists between 8) and 109,
10} On tam oczywideie poszedi.
The elements which are being asked about in 3 “natural question’™ for

8) and 9) are “rzecz ovzywista’” and “oczywidcie” respectively. The rvest is
presupposed.

11) Czy to jest naprawde oczypwiste, 2e on tam poszedi?
11} is not & ‘‘natural question” to 10),

* It is not so {contrary to the observation in Katz and Postal {1964} that modal
adverbs are never found in guestions.
Consider the following sentences
Where will you possibly yo?
Will you surely ge there?
The first question can be roughly parsphrased as
I want you to tell me where you suppose you will go.

In this case, the modal adverb helongs to the presupposition of both the the question
and 2 declarative sontence like 5), which may ho rogarded us an angwer to the questios.,
As we can see, 5) Is ambiguous in respect to jts focus -prosupposition arrangement. The
socond interpretation, relevant to the arcument, oceurs when in the contextually proced-
g {“iatural’) question there {s no mention as to the modal attitude of the interrog-
ated porson towards the assertion he is expected 1o make, i.¢., no modal adverb is pres-
ent, &5 1n 7). In such a case, tho fact that the speaker of B is not sure abont the place
where he wants to go is not a part of knowledge common to him and the speaker of )
before 3] 18 boing uttered.

Yes. £ will sdrely go there.
For a motc detailed discussions of related problems sec Zabrocki (1973),
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The counterexample 1s not a real one, however, }ll_llder closer scljut-ljl_l(.iv.
The adverb in 9} has a different surface structure position f‘_1{‘1’11_'_tlmt }”_111: )-
This difference. can he demonstrated when we analyze the derivational history
S
. "}l]'iu‘:re are syntactic facts that scem to iuclicalt-f: tha,t. t'}'I;{-‘ ?} 15‘31}“1]}1?&;:
are related to underlying structure (2) by the tmnsiorma,tmnz? px;_:-wisa 1“11 En
T would call I}Seudﬂa,dverbia]izati(m. The embedded clause in (2) has bee

extraposed from the subject position,

i

; on tam  poszedi
10 jest oczywiste 5 E .
fit) " : (1) (obvious) (he) (there} (went)

Diagram (2)

'Fhe rulex that apply to (2) ave, in this order, “to jfast” (it 1) dfrlejt-lf:uln tﬁii
prebdo-adverh suffix addition (psendo-adverk formation); the latter s o
catony whenever the former has heen ::L]_‘Jp]i.{‘.d. | ———
T Only under such a hypotliesis can we explain in a }_Jrlun?.-lphzd way t 1;@. af]-
that those, and only those lexical items that ave G}:f:f_*pt}un.uf to }_J"-Jllf I[‘.-I-::]:;;
verbinlization appear in structures resulting from the application of “to Jes
deletinn only,

. s ¥ - sobie tevo nile
I a) Jasne, Ze soble togo nie zyeze. LI i) ilaniic; (4 oG T

LYCLE
b)  #*Oczywiste, Ze .......... b) {Jtz:.,-:'»‘f’i'hiﬁl{‘-5 SAT R
o) Mazhwe, 28 . cusimmnmeen a) ﬂ"[(mlrfﬂe’_ el
B 1EPowiie, 8 sosevs i b} Pewnie, Ze  ..oooooiiiinans

i e eptions to pseudo-
Tn our analysis T a) construetions are ihe result of excepiions ;m 1IL :
: : I rerinal Torms
adverh suffix addition. Thus, there are no corresponding adverblay
1T H.-).
i v adjectives hore are n
I b) consiructions are impossible because the adjectives ]1{.1}9 mt :
‘ ; srhisl suff as Lo be
tions 1o pseudo-adverh formation rule: the adve rhial suffix ha
onee “to jest” has been deleted.

] 'l £ £ XLl {8 1l (}\-'E"., h:f.’ lll]?h]:\-. 1% Uf_ :h'[ PU‘ v A S5
E I .IE} } A { h":l"lll'lillllt'}r

ot excep-
acdded,

_ . it P L o T atodl. Such o
the way in which the grammar of English was formulat @ |

conld exist,
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Whether it is legitimate to extrapolate the internal evidence of one lan-
guage to the grammar of another one appears to be a controversial matter.
Even though such procedures are quite commonly used in the current gram-
matical research, serious objections have been raised. Commenting upon Ross’s
analysis of auxibaries Chomsky (1972:122) writes: “Arguments concerning the
German auxiliary bear on English only if one is willing to make some general
assumptions about translatability of rules that seem to me unwarranted”’.

It seems that there arc at least two cases when such extrapolation is
methodologically correct. In the first case the following preconditions have
to be met.

a) The particular syntactic hypothesis concerns an underlying structure
of some sentence in L, that has a translation cquivalent sentence in L

b} Accepting the generative semantics hypothesis, we assume that there
is & certain abstract level of syntactic analysis where the two linguistic ex-
pressions which arc simple (the term needs some further specification) para-
phrases of each other are structurally identical. The cases in which the cquiv-
alence must be accounted for by some logical equivalence rule (such as for
example De Morgan’s Law) and not by the identity of the underlying struc-
ture will have to be exeluded.

¢} The proposed hypothesis coneerns this level of analysis,

A tentative example of such an argument may be given in rclation to
the deep structure analysis of English sentences like 12) containing what
may be called after Greenbaum (1969) stylistic sentence adverbials,

12} Frankly speaking, he is a crook.

One may proposc that in the underlying structure of 12) there is a condi-
tional construction 13).

18} If I may speak frankly I would say that ke is ¢ crook.

There is evidence in Polish which supports this analysis, but which cannot
be found in English. The word “t0”?, which usually appears at the beginning
of the main clause in the conditional constructions, can optionally appear
after the adverbial phrase, which is a semantic and structural equivalent
of “speaking frankly”.

14) Szozerze mowiqe, (fo) on jest oszustem,

If the presence of “to” in 14) is to be explained, 14) will bave to be connected
to the structure underlying a conditional sentence 15)

* Obviously, the “to” we are dealing with here is a different thing from the homo-
phonous pronoun (mentioned carlier).
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15} Jefeli mam moéwid szczerze, to powiem Ze on jest oszustem.

If this argument is regarded to be valid for English as well, we get a strong
evidence supporting an analysis that connects 12) and 13). Of course, such
an extrapolation is only possible if there is no evidence in L; which would
in some way contradict the conclusions reached within L.

In other words, the two langunages would first of all have to be thoroughly
analyzed in their own terms.

The above conclusion applies also in the case of the sceond type of extra-
polated argumcntation. It is different from the first one, because the problem
that is being addressed does not necessarily concern a very deep level of the
underlying sentence structure.

The structure of the argument iz as follows:

a} A genecral statement is formulated which says that the nature of a
particular grammatical process is the same in all languages where it appears
(in the example below, it is the process of infinitivization, which is a rela-
tively low level syntactic phenomenon).

b) statcment a) is treated as & universal hypothesis; all attempts to
falsify it on the hasis of the analysis of the infinitivization process in both lan-
guages fail,

¢) there is, however, a theorctical possibility of falsification, sinece the
analysis of one of the compared languages {English) leads to two alternative
solutions, neither of which can be invalidated on empirical grounds.

If one of them is chosen, our hypothesis in a), as to the unitary nature
of the phenomenon, is still valid; and if the other one is chosen, 1t has to be
rejected.

d) in such a case, we can change our general hypothesis a) into an assump-
tion (wo may do it since it is impossible to falsify it; in other words, 1t cannot
be shown to be wrong),

e) on the basis of this assumption we are able to choose that particular
solution {of the two available) that agrees with it.

The following is a developed version of such an argument, that, I think,
iz methodologically valid.

It has been proposed by Thorne (1973) that the distribution of infinitive
complementizers in complement scntences in English should be connected
to the semantic fact that clauses which allow their main verb to be infiniti-
vized are in a non-indiestive mood. Then, he proposcd that in the underlying

structure of embedded clauses in the indicative (i.e., “that’” clauses) there
iz always a superordinate clause with the predicate “the case”. The same
structure is said to underlie 16} and 17).

16} I said that John 13 wise.
17) I said that it is the case that John is wise.
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In such a theory, there are two possible ways in which the relation between
the rules that lead to the removal of the subject NP from the embedded
clause (Equi-NP deletion and subject raising) and the transformational
process of infinitivization can be explained.

The fact that whenever an infinitive appears the subject is removed
is simply explained by showing that it is only in subjunctive clauses that
the conditions for subjecl removal are satisfied (“the case’ is analyzed as a
non-subject raising predicate). The relationship between subject remeoval
and infinitivization is thus presented as an indirect one, mediated by the way
non-indicative mood is represented in the deep structure.

An alternative theory, which has been proposed in Kiparsky and Kiparsky
(1970), Iinks the two phenomena directly and explains infinitivization as a
consequence of subject romoval, the latter being a necessary and sufficient
precondition for the formers,

It secms impossible to decide which of the two theories (which might
be interpreted as atteropts at the general explanation of the phenomenon
of infinitivization) is better founded empirically on the basis of the English
data alone.- When the correctness of the ‘“case” analysis is assumed, one
might imagine a langunage in which evidence can be found favoring one of
those solutions on empirical grounds.

It would be more advantageous to link infinitivization with subject re-
moval rather than dircetly with the mood of the clause, if there was more
than one way of expressing the subjunctive in a language and if the parti-
cular fact of a clause’s being in the infinitive and not in some other subjune-
tive form always coineided with the fact that the subject had been removed
from the clause.

Such a situation exists in Polish, The subjunctive can be expressed either
by adding the particle “by” to the “zc” complementizer and making the
verh take a past tense form, as in B, (or by infinitivization as in 18).
The last possibility is realized only when conditions are satisfied for Equi-
NP deletion (no subject ralsing in Polish).

F8)  Janek choe wyjechad do Ameryki. (Equi-NP deletion)
19)  Ja chee, 2eby Janek wyjechal do Ameryks.
20) *Ja chee Janek wyjechad do Ameryki. (no Equi-NP deletion)

* What was really claimwed in Kiparskys (1971} was that the occurrence of the
infinitive is connected with the fact that the subject-verb agreeinent rule cannot apply,
The rule is blocked nol only when the subjeet is removed, but ulso when it is made into g
preposttional phrase by the addition of the preposition “for’’, The existence of “for ... to™
constructions eun be explained in this way. It scoms that no serious conscquences as to
the discussion in the present papee follow from this simplifieation,
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Under the assnmption that the same process leads to the formation of
mbinitives i Lgglish and Polish, the solution adopted for one language is
relevant for the sceond one, too. The assumption is not unwartanted sinee
it can be tested against the evidence in both languages. Becaose it ix Ln1POs-
sible to show, on empirieal grounds, that in Fnslish infinitivization should
he made direetly dependent on the mood of a0 elause (the only way 1o show
that the assumption is wrong) the erosslinguistie ecneralization concerning
infinitives can be accepted,

The solution of the gencral problem of infinitivization has an effect on
the way the grammar of lnglhish has to be formulated, The rule that inserts
an mimitive complementizer will have to have its struetural index formulate
ed differently  (the scope of the rule will be limited to a single clause. The
fact whether there 18 a superordinate “the case™ elavse in the same sentence
will be irvelevant now).

The argument can be presented graphically,

Li Ay
Ie k&
Diagram (3)
where T T, I, — observations
II, TTT, TV, V — theories
I, tEnglish-hypothetical) T, (Polish)
infinitive infinitive

imdicsi ve indicative e
nen-indicative L non-indicative + or other subjunc-
tive form

I, {English, other languages)

infinitive
indieative -+ or —
non-indicative T
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II — “‘case” is the main predicate in the superordinate clause in which
all and only indicative sentences are embedded,

IIT — therule forming infinitives applies on the condition that the verb to be
infinitivized does not appear in a clanse ecmbedded within the ‘“‘case™
sentence.

IV — the rule forming infinitives applies on condition that there iz no sub-
ject In a sentence (removed transformationally)

V — infinitivization is the same phenomenon (determined by the same
set of factors) in all langnages where 16 occurs.

Notice that while the truth of IT and consequently ITI ultimately depends
upon whether the language facts are those in I or I, the truth of IV does
not. If in reality I, holds {and it is actually highly probable that it does$)
then IT and IIT will have to be rejected. TII is inadequate for obvious reasons.
The absence of ““the case’ clause cannot be used to trigger the infinitiviza-
tion process, since infinitives may also occur when the clause is present?.
IT cannot be salvaged either. Since IIT has been rejected, IT would have to
appear in conjunction with IV, and sentences in the indicative with an in-
finitivized verb could not be generated because of the presence of “the case”
clause blocking subject removal rules (if we stipulate that it does not block
them, then II becomes totally irrelevant for the discussion of infinitives).

On the other band, IV and V can be maintained, if we can show that the
subjeet 13 missing in the indicative infinitive clauses.

- Let us sum up the main conclusions of the present paper.

I. TCA differs from other branches of descriptive linguistics in that it
does not aim at creating any original explanatory theory. It merely collects
data supplying premises for the explanations offered by error analysis.

2. The copsideration of contrastive data might suggest solutions to various
linguistic problems, espeeially those which cannot be solved without the
analysis of evidence taken from more than one language.

8 There seem to be scntences which arce indicutive and where the subject NP has
been removed and & verb in the infinitive 18 present. Consider the subordinate clause
in the following sentencc:

To be unable to do it did nol embarrass him.

The clause is presupposed, which meaps that therce is no uncertainty as to its truth
value — the feature usually associated with the subjunctive. No difference, in this
respeet exists botween tho sentence above and the one below:

That ke was unable to do it did not embarrass him.

The evidence from Latin points cut t¢ the same conclusion, “Verba dicend:” obligatorily
demand ACI constructions, no matter whether the infinitivized verbs are rendered in
Polish translations as indicative or subjunctive forms.
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