EPENTHESIS OR DELETION — I COULD DO

Jogx W. DEwEErS

hio Triversily, Athens, Ohio

This paper presents some initial steps toward & minimal three way contrass
between British English, American English, and Polish., The purpose of the
contrast is to discover whether information emerges which might contribute
to the current debate in linguistic semantics. The central issue of the paper,
or at least the data on which the investigation is based is a feature of British
English reduced sentences not occurring in American English or in Polish.
A brief example if this feature can be illustrated by an exchange I recently
had with a British friend. We were discussing a toy she had gotten for Christ-
mas. “Tt is covered with fur”, she said. I asked, “Does it vibrate?”’ Her reply
was, “Tt might do”. The response in AmE would never include the do. The
operation of do support would not appear. Tt iz just this additional do clement
occurring in some BrE reduced replies which interests me, and for a number of
reasons. First T have found it difficult to even describe the surface and deep
structure constraints on the item’s oceurrence. Second, it is inferesting to com.-
pare from the point of view of regular common English tag questions such as
the one following the juncture in this utteranee: John went to the store, didn't
he. Here do oceurs in both British and American English. Third, it has features
of anaphoric reference which put it in the main stream of & class of issues which
are important to the central theoretical approaches to linguistic semantics.

I will begin by giving some examples of the structure I am interested m.

I'he first set of sentences have been agreed to by three native speakers of Brit-
ish English.

Will the sun shine more in January? It could do,

Will we all have to attend? We should do.

Will they 2o away if you don’t come? They might do.
open . . .

. Do you expect her to get married soon? She should do.
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Do you intend to go to Warsaw tomorrow? 1 might do.
open

open

Would vou do it if T asked you to? I might do.

. =

All the responses to this minimally controlled elicitation contained either
could, should, or might. I will not vouch for the sclection of informants since
the population is so small. Nor can I defend my handling of the cross-dialectal
eliciting. At least one of my informants said after an elicitation session, ‘I ac-
cepted it becausce it was an Americanism”.

As you will notice, there are three holes in the pattern a could response
to a do question, 4; a could response to a would question, 7; and a should res-
ponse to a would question, 8. Tt is not clear whether these are actually unac-
ceptable scntences or if they are due to incomplete elicitation. Since this paper
will deal with kow do-sentences mean rather than what do-sentences mean,
I will gpend little time discussing the signification. Let me say only that each
of the do responses has & conditicnal feeling about it to the speakers, They
would easily accept a fellowing if-clausc.

The following sentences were not agreed upon by all threc speakers, being
accepted by one or two but rejected outright by the remainder, or vielding
to a preferred alternative,

10. Have you ever visited that country?
*¥es, I have dope.

11. Will we have a Christmas holiday?

We should do. We should have.
12. Will we know when the break will bo?
We should do. We ought to.

13. Do you have to do it by Friday?
*1 should do.

14, Would you have shocs made here?
*I might do. |

16. Are we going to have staff meeting this Friday?
We might do. We might be.

16. Should you clean your teeth onece a day

*Y ou should do.

Among these, 11 and 12 match the will/should pattern of 2, 13 matches
the do/should pattern of 5, and 14 matches the would/might pattern of 9.
Further elicitation will reveal whether these contradictions are inconsistencies
or areas of further interest.

Bpenthesis or deletion — I could do 51

Only one response was universally rejected by this small universe of .three

informants,
17. Are you thinking about getting another car?

*T should do.
T have no explanation for this as yet. o _
I can make a few generalizations about this type of elhiptical structure in
Br. There are no negatives in it. That is, there are none of the form.

18. Will you (or won't you) go home? *I might not do.
The structure doecs not appear as & question.

19. I heard she was going to Arkansas with Groucho Marx.
Is it true that she might do?
20, *I should do, shouldn’t I?

The pattern appears to be excluded from the sccond person singular and
plural. It appears to be limited to could, might, and should among the models
and seldom used have --ed as Quirk suggests. Finally, there is always con-
trastive stress on the modal.

21. I should do. rather than
22  *] should do. or
23. *1 should do.

Now let us look at do support structures in general and then at the most
widely accepted formulation of normal tag questions as represented by that

- of Marina Burt (1971) and others. Then let ns look at some approximation

of the constraints on the do reply in BrE. And finally let us see if the anaphoric
nature of this construction lends any support to either side of the semantics
debaic.

First what is do support in common English? Most verbs in English require
the use of do in negation and in interrogation when there is no auxilary sup-
port. Others require only the basic verb form. For example,

24. I like tripe.
25. Do you like tripe?
26. I don't (do not) like tripe.

With Auxilary support, the do is not possible.

27. I am eating tripe.
28. Are you eating tripe?
29. I'm (I am) not eating tripe.

It appears to be true that in those cases where an Aux is a necessary vehicle
for tense, number, person, negation, or question, and where no such Aux
exists, do appears o serve the function. The exception, of course, is the verb
to be. There in, for example,
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30. I am a Marx fan.
31. Are you a Marx fan?
32. Yonu're (you are) not a Marx fan.

Do, however, ean apipear with be in emphatic imperatives as in
: 1
33. Do be sensible.
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34. Have you the money? BrE
35. Do you have the peanut butter? AmE

o this then is the nature of do support: an element that cmerges to serve
as a stem for a variety of inflections which in some nc:rnst-rn{atimls; have lllf]:
Aux to attach to. In AmE, de, functioning in the support role (in contrast
tﬂ_a. main verh role) does not co-ocenr with the Aux. In BrE. it ('lm*:; 11 tf;e
tz}l]}IJt-{(r- cnvironments that ave part of the focus of this }lﬂp(t;‘. Iuci(jlléntalhr-
Llr:; :;iu{[l:::h;[r:;[r;:tlzi :: fi.tl.l?lm;;ij.f‘)f ]ﬂjt?tgua,glu acquisition. In t.-h{: early
T e _ , o support ofters a fairly stable mark of achievement
m children.

. Mavina Burt {1971:19) gives the following formulation of tag (uestions
m comnion English. .

, [ N KL TIENSE .y
SD# { - —{EMI’)— NP .- M
1MP ] oo 11 TIENSE! AUN {have)—X
b
SC 1 2 - 4 5 i
4]
SC 1 2 3 4 5 6 5 4

1INEG ) (|- PRO]

Diagram 1

|

. I]TP AUX VP
o v B N TEl\IISE V/ \N
John PRES hit it
John  PRES kit i, PRES NEG John
| [+PRO]

Diagram 2

Epenthesis oy deletion — 1 could do 53

However, as & result of this transformation, tense/pres is stramced. So the

output of this tag transformation mects the structural description of the do
support transformation.

sD X PRES NEG HE  or moro generally
X ATFIX Y *
1 2 3

SC 1 DO4-2 3 That is,
X DO--PRES NEG HE

Condition; 1 2WL-VERB
Diagram 3

The condition assures that the variable string which precedes the affix cannot
end with averb, which would have been the case where the afiix is not st rancled.

Notice that this structure of the tag question i largely cponthetic it we
can borrow a lerm from phonology. The node Q s realized, is built up, out
of features in the main clause of the sentence, lavgely because ol the high
degrce of variables that the template sentence may manifest. Constraints on
matching these would be much more diffienlt than the constraints which
Burt uses in copying them, And notice that o matehed sentence with delelion
would require an inelegant. duplication of structures,

The next question is, what may the clliptical appearing Brlé structure
have in common with the epenthetic use of do in common English? Fs the do
in this elliptical construction then simply & case of do support? There appear
to be two envivonments in which it ean appear, neither fitting the s ructuval
description for this do rule. Onc s after certain modals. In this environment
there ix no allix to strand, and thus the structaral deseription is not mot,
The other is with hawe as in 30,

26, e said T would not finish the boolk, but T have done.
Senteree 36 is 1ot acceptable 1o my informants though Quik suggests some-
thing quite like . Here the structural description is met in
[ haveien Y
NOOAPKFIX Y
But notice that the construction
37. He said that 1 eould not finish. baio 1 have,
is possible with the same stress patterns.
Phe simplest formulation of the nnderlying structure is as follows

g S

NP, AUX VP, ADV —=> NP, MOD o

+PRO MOD 2 3
Diagram 4
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where NP, VP1,-and ADYV, are coreferent with the subject NP, the Main
Clause VP, and the Main Clause ADV respectively. Derivations based on

e.xtra_.position or other operaticns are rejected as inelegant. A Burt-like deriva-
tion does_ not seem possible because of the difference between the bound and
free nature of these structures, though this may be open to objection.

In tags, the do has no more anaphcric reference than the may, will, have
or be of such ‘if-.a,gs sn:mé do is simply an empty morpheme serving only as sup-
port for an affix. It is not a proform in that same sense that do so is in |
38. I wanted to eat and I did so.

Notice that in
89. I didn’t want to eat so I didn’t do so.

a do emergos to carry the tense and negative in the regular fashion.
- Ignoring for the time being the interesting constraints on these ahteb,ed-
ents, the d® in the BrE elliptical construction is thus a r{-esnl'ﬁ of deletion
_thug%yepenthetic, and has an anaphoric character, anlie the do tag. M :
'mVﬁSt}lgaﬁi()H of do so structures is as yvet incomplete, but initiall :il()W};
that there is interesting support from them. | -- ’
Now let us look at linguistic semantics and sce how the anaphoric character
of this structure might contribute to ths dohats in this 8eld o T
_‘ The study of semantics usually deals with tho fa'_‘-.i‘ii;i:f;b.]._: ?‘Z:;?a,-.'ii-i-f'i'ﬂ of meanin
in language. Meaning has beon so important to vesuisting for ﬁi;!-(;h a long t-.imi
that much of the linguistic 1o wehy of i wrst has atfemuted to ?mﬁre
meaning. Of course it has not really boen fenored. l'*;ﬁ?--ai'a%:ﬂﬂ: iﬁ-;ﬂ alwa 'ngbeén
acknowledged as the purposa and tho saures of all rom mﬁ ﬁica.tinn }Bu‘b !as
Bloomfield (1933:75) writes, “The gtudy of lanerazs can ’iu mmhduﬁ’ri;:fed with-
out special assumptions only so long as we pa{r 13}:;- ;zs,:?;'i'.s;.rn"i:-ir;n t0 thé ;I'Ima,nin .
of what ?s s];.)oken”. This statement by no means cfmtrmt;ﬁad Wifh tlﬁ i”‘;i)-]lij}‘i:}}{%
o Wi, b g e o b, o ot e of et
npicased tashion, relates some kind of signification
to sound. (A nod to behaviourists who would not accept this idea of meaning)
The earliest structural models emphasized the issues that came f]:"om the sfr:
face .sound rather than meaning. For example, in Trager and Smith’s (1966)
Outline of English structure, 809, of the book was devoted to phonology
199, to something like morpholegy and word formation, and a sca,nt.lfy t(;
syntax. Nothing whatsoever was devoted to meaning. | 0
y 11?1113_ meaning has always been an important issue in linguistics. Bloom-
e d’s sehoq'l, perhaps to Bloomfield’s dismay, tended to overplay his deempha-
sis of meaning. They did everything that they could to keep meaning out of
language. Of course, it entered although it was not really easily acknowledged
by the neo-Bloomfieldians as Chomsky (1'957:94) points out in Syﬂ,taitic
structures. And it entered at a number of quite eritical points. One of these
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points is in the heart of structural linguistics, phonology. Only when two
utterances differ in meaning can they be .shown to be phonemically distinct.
For Saussure, the linguistic sign united a concept and an acoustic image,

tmeaning and sound. It was the image, that he was most successful in describ-

ing

HEven though Chomsky (1957:93) devoted considerable interest in Syntactic
structures to the issue of meaning, I feel that the emphasis there was clearly
illustrated by the following quotation. “It is important to recognize that by
attempting to deal with grammar and semantics and their points of connec-
tion we need not alter the purely formal character of the theory of grammatical
structure itself”. That is to say, Chomsky saw the goal of linguistics at that

time as the formalization of the study of syntax rather than the integration

of semantics into the total structure. He appears to have doubted any system-
atic connection between syntax and semantics (Partee 1971:6). So meaning,
up to the early mid 1960’s, was & secondary field of ‘interest to linguists.
Tt was not until Katz and Postal’s (1963) early formulation of a syntac-
tically motivated challange to & semantics free grammar, and a more complete
formulation a year later by Katz and Fodor’s (1964) that issues of meaning
and semantics were emphasized. Quite simply, Katz and Postal claimed that
if & base component is to be the only source of input for a semantic compo-
nent, then the base component must have all that is necessary for semantic
interpretation. Parenthetically, at some point in the history of semantic theory
this presentation changed from.an empirical hypothesis to & criterion- for
judging the formulation of transformations and lost much of its empirical
content. In their formulation, then, nothing must change between the point
at which semantic interpretation is carried out and the phonological output.
Transformation, if the concept of an autonomous syntax is to be maintained,
‘must not change meaning. 5 . st o
Let me briefly sketch the models that I am referring to. Initially in the
Syniactic structures model there was a base component consisting of a set
‘of phrase structuré rules and lexical insertion. The final operations of this
_component produced the familiar kernel sentences. Another component within
cortain constraints, combined kernels, made sentences negative or interroga-
tive, and generally patted them into shape for the phonological component.
The semantic component, such as it was, interpreted roughly the base com-
 So the history of the development of formulations of linguistic semantics
is interesting, beginning with the formulation by Chomsky that meaning was
based on an interpretation of information contained in deep structure. As it
was initially formulated, the deep structure was a fairly nebulous term and
evolved as the concepts of optional and obligatory transformations evolved.
The concept was made more explicit by stating that it was at this point that
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semantic interpretation took place. It is clearly circular to maintain that
semantic interpretation takes place at the point of deep structure and in
turn that deep structure is where semantic interpretation takes place. How-
ever this seems to have featured in some of the debates and has been pointed
out by MeCawley (1967). The concept evolved, however, and has eventually
presented itself as a clearer target for debate. Chomsky, (1870} in his article
“Deep Structures, Surface Structures, and Semantics”, has written that
lexical insertion takes place before any of the transformations. This precyeli-
cal, pretransformational point in the evolution of an ntterance has been taken
as the limit of deep structure.

But the challanges were fortheoming long before such a clear target pre-
sented itself and the Katz — Postal hypothesis had reached the status of a
necessary condition for transformations by the time such challanges hegan
to surface. One of the first challanges was that by Kuroda (1971). Tt was
based on the fact that certain words, for example, *even, also, and only, seem
to be limited to one oceurrence per sentence but could also ocour in & number
of positions within the sentence with different meanings. The next elegant,
the simplest way of handling these words appeared to be by introducing them
from a separate node and then placing them in their surface structure position
within the sentence. This interpretation, which was syntactically motivated,
contradicted the claim that transformations were meahing preserving, The
force of a portion of this argument was weakened by evidence that more than
one such item can occur in the sentence. But the explanation of the semantic
scope of these words is still a goal. Other challanges were arising elsewhere.
Kuroda's argument had set the style for a certain type, the varicty that
assaulted the Katz-Postal hypothesis.

It iz generally acknowledged that the one that succeeded deals with the
behavior of quantifiers. Roughly, the argument goes like this. For obliga-
tory rules, the question of meaning preservingness is vacuous. These rules
operate on abstract structures between which we cannot judge synonymity.
The question of whether the obligatory do support rules, for example, changes
meaning presupposes that we can assign meaning to an abstract P marker
which fits the structural deseription for do support, but which has not undergone
it. So it is only optional rules which are of interest. If, then, an operation
does not appear to change meaning, and an independently motivated abstract
structure can be added to the deep structure, the rule can be freed from the
requirement of meaning preservingness. Katz and Postal did just this with
NEG and based their arguments on those of Klima (1964), What they overlook-
ed was an important violation of their argument. For Klima, the application
of the some-any suppletion rule wag optional in most of its environments. So

in the following examples, 40 is related to 41 by an optional transformation,
and 42 to 43.
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40, I didn’t have any of the bread.
41. I didn’t have some of the bread.
42, Some of the ideas were not mine.
43. None of the ideas were mine.

Thus Klima’s formulation would allow an optional rule that changed meaning
in vielation of the Katz-Postal model. There has been a lively commentary
on the attempts to formulate a some-any rule. There has been no satisfactory
solution vef.

These are the sorts of arguments that led to the demise of the Katz-Postal
hypothesis. One could either retain the idea that transformations do preserve
meaning and modify the coneept of deep structure {largely the position of
generative semantics), or one could abandon the disputed hypothesis and
retain the coneept of deep structure (the interpretive semantics position).

Another type of argument to scparate these two positions is that based
simply on economy. As it is formulated, the extended standard theory of
Chomsky, interpretative semantics, maintains that there must be two inter-
pretative components. One of these interprets syntactically the primitives of
the base component. This is of course the transformational component. "'he
other is the one which interprets meaning, the semantic component. In this
formulation, then, there are two components interpreting the same structure.
One assault on the extended standard theory fanlts the lack of economy of &
gystem which requires two different, two distinctive, two cqually unwieldy
mterpretative components. The issue here is the autonomy of gyntax. McCa-
wley argues that if there is no principled boundary that can be drawn between
deep and surface structure then there is no need for deep structure interpreta-
tion. The following are the characteristios that McCawley (1971) outlines for
his rival grammar. In his model semantic features have the same formal
nature as syntactic structures. They are labelled trees whose non-terminal
node labels are the same set of labels that appear at the surface. He no longer
maintains notions of a set of structures which separates syntax from semantics,
what Chomsky and his followers called deep structure. Neither does he support
the distinetion between transformations and the semantic interpretive rules.
Theso are given up in favor of a unified model which relates meaning and sound
by intervening stages that are just as semantic as they are syntactic. He bases
this conception partially on the claim that rules necded to decide what a
grammatical sentence may mean are necessary to decide what is grammatical
in the first place. Grammar then is taken to generate a set of surface structures
somehow distinet from a set of decp structures by a set of derivations These
consist of a set of derivational constraints on what combinations may oceur
at the surface of language and how the different stages of the derivation may
differ from one another,
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Another $ype of argument, which is perhaps a subset of the preceding one,
focuses on Chomsky’s claim that the boundary of the deep structure is the
operations of lexical insertion which oceur in a block. If it is possible to find
transformations which must apply before the lexical insertion, then it is pos-
sible to deny the existence of a principled houndary between deep and surface
structures. Without this boundary it is impossible to specity the domain of
the semantic interpretive rules. The wnspecifiability shows the weakness of
this formulation, the necessity of abandoning it.

Pronominalization and anaphoric reference have features in these argu-
ment. It is this area that is interesting to the investigation of the do structure
of this paper and the anaphoric reference of this item in the elliptical replies
of BrE. My next steps in this investigation, steps which I have not taken
yet, will be to find if the a.nﬁ.phm*iﬁ nature of this proform fits any of the now
classical assaults on the interpretive semantics position. Wor cxample, Postal
(1969) has argued that there are certain lexical items resulting from lexical
transformations that are immune to inbound and outbound anaphoric refer-
ence. These he calls anaphoric islands. Constraints on pronoun reference are
ilingtrated in the following two sentences:

44. John's parents are dead and mine are living.
45, John is an orphan and mine ate living.

Such islands appear to exist for the proforms under investigation.

46, I conldn’t fasten the boards together with glue, but T could do with tape.
47. I couldn’t glue the boards together, but I could do with tape.

Backwards pronominalization, perhaps proformization, (s feature of the Bach-
Peters (1970) paradox) may follow some of the same constraints with this do
form. For exgmples see the following sentences:

48. The gorilla, indicated that he; was leaving.

49. Ne, indicated that the gorilla; was leaving.

50, After he, smiled, the gorilla, left.

On the other hand, perhaps boeause of the verbal nature of this proform, com-
parable examples with do are diffecult to find. The following are comparable
t0o some extent:

51. If one muo=t 1t down, I would do.
52, I woula do if soe must sic down,
53. If one must do, T would sit down.

But notice that these last two meet the requirements of command for back-
ward pronominalization.

Bach and Peters, on the basis o these features of anaphoric reference dis-
covered semtences that violated at least onc of threée syntactically motivated
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comstraints on trangformations. The following is an example of a Bach-Peters
gentenee:

54. (the child who was eating it;}, liked (the lody she; had),

In such a sentcnce, the anaphoric reference crosses and the usual analysis
would be infinitely recursive, violating the premise that derivations must be
finite in length. I have been unable to find the essential endocentric crossing
with the do structure. The following cxamples, which at first appear to have it,
do not. Nor am | certain that they would be accepted by BrE of the do strue-
Lure,

35, When T asked him, (to dance},, John, said he, might do,.
56, When [ asked if (he, would be hit by the tree), {(John, who thought it
micht doy),; left.

Other features remain to be investigated as well. How do these structures
relate fio gapping? On the model of some researchers’ analysis, where do the
operations invelved in such a structure occur in relation to lexical insertion?
I hope that further study will atlow me to answer these questions.
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