
C
onstituting

C
ontext:

N
ull

O
bjects

in
E

nglish
R

ecipesR
evisited

�

E
m

ily
B

ender

1
Intr

oduction

T
his

paperaddressesthe
problem

ofnullobjectsin
E

nglishrecipes.In
general,

E
nglish

doesnotallow
zero

realizationofobjectnoun
phrases(1).

(1)*S
andypreparedthe

deep-friedtofu
and

K
im

devoured
.

H
ow

ever,asshow
n

in
(2),they

are
allow

ed
in

certaincontexts.

(2)
R

olleachpiecein
kuzu

orcornstarchand
set

aside.

A
llo

w
ing

for
the

possibility
of

nullobjectsis
straightforward,and

there
are

severalpossiblesyntacticanalyses(discussedbelow
).

T
he

m
ore

difficult
problem

is
accountingfor

theirdistribution,w
hich

hassom
ethingto

do
w

ith
the

non-linguisticcontext.
P

revious
discussionsofnullobjectsin

E
nglish

recipesm
ake

referenceto
the

notion
of

register.
For

the
purposesof

this
paper,

register
w

ill
be

used
to

referto
clustersof

form
allinguistic

propertiesassociatedw
ith

a
‘context’.

T
he

term
contextw

ill
be

usedto
referto

the
sociallyandculturally

constructed
concom

itantsof
an

utteranceor
text.

T
his

includesw
hatH

ym
es(1972)calls

setting
and

scene
as

w
ell

as
his

ends
(goals

and
purposes)and

participants
togetherw

ith
the

recognitionthatallofthesecom
ponentsare

socially
consti-

tuted
by

the
actsofthe

participants.
T

he
definition

of
registergiven

above
is

notcontroversial.H
ow

ever,the
view

ofcontexttaken
up

hereis
atoddsw

ith
the

w
ay

contextis
treatedin

m
ost

previous
syntacticw

ork
on

register.
S

uchw
ork

usuallyassum
esthatcontexts

existindependentof
peopleand

prior
to

the
linguistic

actsthatreflectthem
.

O
ne

of
the

purposesof
this

paperis
to

articulatea
view

of
registerthatdoes

notrely
on

this
reification

ofcontexts.
T

he
otherpurposeofthis

paperis
to

explore
the

im
plicationsofthe

distri-
bution

ofnullobjectsfor
a

com
petencetheoryof

syntax.C
uly

(1996)argues
thatsuch

phenom
enarequire

a
secondcom

ponentof
languageknow

ledge,

�I
w

ould
lik

e
to

thank
C

hris
C

uly,
M

ary
R

ose,Ivan
S

ag,Tom
W

asow
and

A
rnold

Z
w

icky
for

helpfuldiscussionofthis
paper.

U
.Penn

W
orking

Papers
in

L
inguistics,Volum

e
6.1,1999
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dubbed‘the
user’s

m
anual’.H

aegem
an1987

arguesthatseparateregistersare
generatedby

separategram
m

arsw
ith

differentparam
etersettings.H

ere
I

w
ill

be
arguing

for
a

view
of

gram
m

arakin
to

thatproposedin
H

udson1996.O
n

this
view

,m
onolingualspeakershave

one
gram

m
arthatincludessocialinfor-

m
ation

linked
to

individualw
ordsand

constructions.
In

the
rem

ainderof
this

paper,
section

2
w

ill
presentthe

data.
S

ection
3

w
ill

review
previous

analyses.S
ection4

presentsthe
casefor

non-reified
context.

F
inally,

section5
presentsa

new
H

P
S

G
analysisof

null
objectsin

E
nglish.

2
D

ata

T
his

sectionpresentsthe
datato

be
accountedfor

by
any

analysisof
nullob-

jectsin
E

nglish,relying
heavily

on
C

uly’s
(1996)V

A
R

B
R

U
L

analysisofnull
objectsin

recipes.

2.1
N

ullO
bjects

in
R

ecipes

C
uly’s

m
odern

corpus 1
consistedof

the
direction

portionsof
50

recipes,10
each

from
five

m
oderncookbooks.E

ach
token

w
as

a
potentialobjectnoun

phrase,eitheran
overtobjectnounoran

instancew
herethe

verb
selectsfor

an
objectbutnonew

asexpressed.In
the

50
recipestherew

ere
675

suchtokens.
C

uly
codedthe

dataforthe
factorgroupsshow

n
in

Table1.T
he

dependent
variablew

asthe
form

ofthe
noun

phrase,eithernoun,pronounorzero.T
here

w
ere

tw
o

syntacticfactors,the
m

orphologicalform
ofthe

selectingverb,and
the

gram
m

aticalfunction
of

the
antecedentto

the
objectnoun

phrase.C
uly

includedthe
referentofthe

objectnounphraseasthe
sem

anticfactor.T
he

dis-
coursefactorw

aslookback,orthe
num

berofclausesto
lastm

ention.F
inally,

the
sourcecookbookw

ascodedasan
index

ofstyle.
T

he
percentageof

zerosor
null

objectsas
a

portion
of

all
objectnoun

phrasesrangedfrom
29.1%

in
the

cookbookw
ith

the
few

estzerosto
45.4%

in
the

cookbookw
ith

the
m

ost.W
hen

nounsare
excludedand

C
uly

considers
the

ratio
of

zerosto
zerosand

pronounstogether,the
range

is
from

80.4%
in

the
cookbookw

ith
the

few
estzeros,to

the
cookbookw

ith
the

m
ostzeros

becom
inga

knockoutfactor.
T

here
are

severalim
portantthings

to
note

in
C

uly’s
results.T

he
firstis

thatnull
objectsoccurfrequently

in
recipes,and

thatthis
frequency

varies
acrosscookbooks.E

ven
m

ore
striking

is
the

high
portion

of
zerosam

ongall

1H
e

also
presentsa

very
interestingdiachronicstudy.
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G
roup

Factors
Type

form
noun,pronoun,zero

dependent
variable

verb
form

im
perative,presentpart.,

syntactic
infinitive,inflected

gram
m

aticalfunction
subject,object,oblique

syntactic
ofantecedent

indeterm
inate,none

referentofthe
objectN

P
“finished”,“alm

ostdone”
sem

antic
“w

orking
on”,“other”

distanceto
lastm

ention
num

berofclauses(m
ax

20)
discourse

source
cookbookcode

style

Table
1:Factorgroupsin

C
uly

1996

pronom
inals,thatis

zerosandpronounstogether.In
fact,w

henC
uly

restricted
his

corpusto
the

pronom
inals,the

only
factorgroupthatw

assignificantin
the

V
A

R
B

R
U

L
runs

w
as

source,
thatis,individualstyle.

F
urther,

the
discourse

factorw
as

significantin
allof

the
runs

C
uly

did
exceptthatcom

paringonly
zerosto

overtpronouns.C
uly

draw
s

from
this

the
conclusionthatnullobjects

patternvery
closelyw

ith
overtpronounsin

theirdiscourseproperties.
T

heseem
piricalresultsare

im
portantbecausethey

furtherconstrainthe
syntacticanalysisofthesefacts.T

he
preferredanalysisw

ill
representthe

dis-
coursesim

ilarities
betw

eenoverpronounsand
zerosas

w
ell

as
the

stylistic
differencesbetw

eenthem
.

2.2
N

ullO
bjects

O
utside

R
ecipes

A
lthough

m
oststudiesof

null
objectsuse

recipesas
data,null

objectsalso
occurin

othercontexts.S
adock(1974)discussesnullobjectsin

productlabels
(3)

and
F

itzpatricketal.(1986)find
them

in
N

avy
m

essagenarratives(4).
It

w
ould

notbe
surprisingto

find
them

in
stillothercontexts.

(3)
K

eep
outofreachofchildren.

(4)
72

m
anhoursexpendedto

correct
.

A
lthough

the
only

studiesI’m
aw

areofconcernthe
w

ritten
m

odality,null
objectsalso

occurin
the

spoken
language.Forexam

ple,I
found

threetokens
w

hile
listening

to
13

m
inutesof

the
program

“V
egetarianC

ooking
S

ecretsof
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the
C

IA
(C

ulinary
Institute

of
A

m
erica)”.

T
hey

com
e

from
tw

o
chefs

w
ho

both
soundedlik

e
native

speakersofE
nglish. 2

(5)
T

he
vinaigretteis

justsim
ple

allit
is

is
lem

on
juice

lem
on

juice
w

ith
a

little
bitofsalt

w
heneveryou

m
ake

a
vinaigretteit’s

good
to

add
salt

again,it’s
a

flavorenhancer
w

e’re
then

going
to

w
hisk

in
pure

olive
oil

extra
virgin

olive
oil

afteryou’ve
w

hisked
(.)

and
m

adea
bitofan

em
ulsification

you
w

annam
ake

sureyou
tasteyourvinaigrette

(6)
W

e’re
gonnaplate

it
now

.
W

hen
you

plate
,m

ake
sure

thatyou
give

the
fennel

som
eheight

(7)
O

kay,w
e’re

also
gonnaadd

som
e

tom
atillo

the
little

greenhusktom
atoes

som
ecilantro

and
a

little
bitoftom

atopaste
(.)
and

season
w

ith
a

little
salt

T
his

section
has

show
n

that,w
hile

null
objectsare

unacceptablein
the

decontextualizedsentencesusually
studiedby

linguists,they
are

com
m

onin
recipesandin

som
eothercontexts.Inow

turn
to

a
review

ofpreviousanalyses
ofthis

phenom
enon.

3
P

revious
A

nalyses

A
s

farasthe
syntaxis

concerned,C
uly

(1996)identifiesthreetypesofanaly-
sis:deletionaccounts,w

hich
involve

a
rule

thatdeletesan
objectnounphrase;

2In
theseexam

ples,the
line

breaksrepresentintonationalunits.T
he

nullobjectsare
representedw

ith
and

the
verbsw

ith
dependentnullobjectsare

in
bold

face.
T

he
sym

bol(.)
representsa

pause.
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sem
anticaccounts,w

herea
specialentry

for
the

selectingverb
causesthe

ob-
jectposition

to
be

presentin
the

sem
anticsbutnotin

the
syntax;and

em
pty

category
accounts.

A
s

for
the

relationshipto
non-linguisticcontext,againthereare

threeex-
tantproposals:m

ultiple
gram

m
ars,w

ith
the

choiceofgram
m

ardependenton
context;

a
single

gram
m

araugm
entedw

ith
a

‘user’s
m

anual’;and
a

single
gram

m
arw

ith
socialinform

ation
integratedin

the
gram

m
aritself.

T
he

follo
w

ing
subsectionssum

m
arizetw

o
existing

analysesw
hich

each
instantiateone

com
binationofsyntacticanalysisand

view
ofgram

m
ar. 3

3.1
C

uly
1996

C
uly’s

answ
erto

the
problem

ofthe
restricteddistribution

ofnullobjectsis
to

m
ake

use
of

a
separatecom

ponentof
linguistic

know
ledge.H

e
w

rites,“T
he

regularitiesof
registers...

should
notbe

expressedin
the

gram
m

arper
se,

butin
a

separatecom
ponentregulating

the
use

of
language–

a
sortof

user’s
m

anual.”
(1996:112)A

s
for

the
syntax,C

uly’s
analysisis

a
version

of
the

sem
anticaccount.
(8)givesan

exam
pleofa

lexicalentry
on

C
uly’s

analysis.

(8)
verb:m

ix
subcategorization:N

P:

�� S
U

B
J

A
G

T

x

��

,
N

P:

�� O
B

J

T
H

y

��

sem
antics:“m

ix
(x,y)”

[C
uly

1996:113]

H
ere,�

and

�

are
variablesin

the
sem

antics.If
the

objectis
realizedovertly,

the

�

w
ill

be
linked

to
the

sem
anticsof

thatnoun
phrase.If

it
is

notrealized
overtly,

the
variable

�

rem
ainsa

free
variable

in
the

sem
antics.T

he
user’s

m
anualthenspecifiesw

hatdo
w

ith
free

variables.C
uly

(1996:113)w
rites,“If

the
usagerules

do
notallow

for
the

discoursebinding
in

a
particularcontext

(orregister),thenthe
useofthe

nullargum
entw

ill
be

infelicitous(or‘ungram
-

m
atical’).”

To
paraphrase,the

user’s
m

anualsaysthings
lik

e,“if
the

context
is

a
recipe,then

interpretfree
variablesin

the
sem

anticslik
e

third
personpro-

nouns.”
If

the
user’s

m
anualhasno

rule
for

interpretingfree
variablesin

the
currentcontext,then

theiruseis
ungram

m
atical.

3M
assam

and
R

oberge
(1989)is

anotherinstanceof
an

em
pty

category
account.

S
ince

they
do

notdiscussthe
relationshipto

non-linguisticcontext,
this

accountw
ill

notbe
review

ed
here.
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3.2
H

aegem
an1987

H
aegem

an(1987)provides
an

accountof
the

m
ultiple

gram
m

arstype.
S

he
arguesthat‘registervariation’is

an
instanceof

language-internalparam
etric

variation.T
hatis,thatthe

registersof
a

languagem
ay

differfrom
eachother

in
theirparam

etersettings(w
here

param
etersare

understoodas
in

C
hom

sky
1981).

S
yntactically,this

is
an

em
ptycategory

approach.H
aegem

anarguesthat
the

null
objectshave

propertiesakin
to

w
h-tracesand

thatthey
are

in
fact

topic-linked
traces.O

n
the

basisofthis,sheattributesthe
differencebetw

een
recipeE

nglish
and

otherE
nglish

(the
presenceofnullobjects)to

a
difference

in
the

setting
of

the
param

eterthatis
responsiblefor

the
differencesbetw

een
topic

prom
inentand

subjectprom
inentlanguages.‘C

ore’E
nglish

is
subject

prom
inentw

hile
recipeE

nglish
is

topic
prom

inent.

4
T

he
R

elationship
ofC

ontextto
R

egister

In
this

section,I
w

ill
argue

thatthe
tw

o
accountsdiscussedabove

involve
a

reification
ofcontext.

C
uly’s

user’s
m

anualm
akesreferenceto

the
contextin

orderto
determ

inethe
gram

m
aticalityof

a
string.

T
his

requiresthe
relevant

aspectsof
context

to
exist

prior
to

the
processingof

the
sentence.C

ontext
doesexist

prior
to

each
utterancein

the
sensethatthere

is
sharedcom

m
on

groundbasedon
the

exchangesso
far,sharedculturalbeliefs,etc.H

ow
ever,as

I
w

ill
discussbelow

,
m

uch
recentw

ork
in

anthropologyand
sociolinguistics

hasshow
n

thatlinguistic
activity

also
playsa

partin
constitutingthe

context.
H

aegem
an’s

account(and
to

a
lesserextent,C

uly’s
as

w
ell)

hasthe
fur-

therproblem
thatitonly

allow
s

fora
restrictedsetofregisters.O

n
heraccount,

eachregisterhasits
ow

n
gram

m
ardefinedatthe

m
acrolevelofparam

eterset-
tings.W

hile
H

aegem
anis

notexplicit
aboutthe

relation
ofregisterto

context,
w

e
canassum

eby
hertreatm

entofthis
relationasunproblem

aticthatregisters
on

heraccountsim
ply

have
one

orm
ore

contexts
thatthey

are
appropriateto.

T
his

leadsus
to

a
finite

setofcontexts
thatare

predeterm
ined.This

too
w

ould
seem

incom
patiblew

ith
a

situationin
w

hich
speakersarecontinuallym

utually
constructingcontexts. 4

4H
ow

ever,
I

do
notm

ean
to

im
ply

thatpeopledo
nothave

know
ledge

of
certain

socialcontexts
as

‘crystallized’entitiesw
hich

go
w

ith
specificlinguistic

form
ulae.It

is
im

portantto
note

thateven
in

this
caselanguageis

constitutive
of

context.
E

very
tim

e
sucha

crystallizedcontextoccurs,it
is

becausethe
participantsperform

orinvoke
it

and
m

utually
recognizethatperform

anceorinvocationofw
hich

linguistic
behavior
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4.1
LanguageC

onstituting
C

ontext

In
recentyears,therehasbeena

m
ove

in
sociolinguisticresearchfrom

analyz-
ing

languageas
reflectingsocialstructureto

researchinghow
languageplays

a
partin

constitutingsocialstructure.
A

n
im

portantthread
of

researchin
this

area
has

concerneditself
w

ith
sociolinguisticvariation

and
how

it
relatesto

speakeridentity. 5
Forexam

ple,
E

ckert(in
press)is

an
in-depth

study
of

how
high

schoolstudentsproduce
phonologicalvariation

asa
partofidentity

building.
T

he
constitutingw

ork
oflanguageextendsbeyond

identity,how
ever.

A
s

S
chiffrin

w
rites,“languageis

potentially
sensitive

to
all

of
the

contexts
in

w
hich

it
occurs,and

...
languagereflects

those
contexts

becauseit
helps

to
constitutethem

.”
(1987:5,em

phasisin
original.)

S
chiffrin

cites
the

phe-
nom

enonof
adjacency

pairs(S
chegloff

and
S

acks1973)w
here,for

exam
ple,

the
askingofa

questionsetsup
the

contextfor
the

nextutteranceto
be

under-
stoodasan

answ
er.A

notherexam
pleoflanguageconstitutingcontextcom

es
from

the
useof

honorificsin
Japanese.For

exam
ple,K

ondo
(1990:141–145)

finds
thatspeakers

of
Japaneseuse

honorifics
differentially

in
the

different
room

sofa
houseaspartofthe

processofcreatinga
form

alspacein
one

part
ofthe

houseand
a

m
ore

inform
alspacein

another.
F

inally,
languagecan

be
used

to
‘recontextualize’events

in
the

pastor
‘precontextualize’eventsin

the
future

(O
chs1992).O

chsgivesa
particularly

clearexam
ple

of
recontextualizationregardingpraisein

joint
caregiver-child

activities.In
m

ainstreamA
m

ericanculture,w
hen

a
caregiverand

child
com

-
plete

a
jointactivity,the

caregiverw
ill

usuallypraisethe
child

and
dow

nplay
orm

asktheirow
n

role
w

ith
suchexpressionsas“Look

atthe
beautifulcastle

you
m

ade!”.In
contrast,W

esternS
am

oancaregiverssocializeyoung
children

into
a

reciprocalpraisingpracticew
herepraiseby

one
participantis

follo
w

ed
by

reciprocalpraise
by

the
other.

T
hus

the
A

m
erican

caregiverrecontextu-
alizesthe

activity
as

the
child’s

individualeffort,
w

hile
the

W
esternS

am
oan

caregiverrecontextualizesit
ascooperative

(1992:354–355).
In

sum
m

ary,
languagehasa

constitutive
relation

to
three

dim
ensionsof

socialreality:
identity,contextof

utterance,and
the

contentof
the

utterance.
In

speakingw
e

continuallyconstructw
ho

w
e

are,the
socialsituationw

e
find

ourselvesin
and

the
situationw

e
are

describingorreporting.
In

the
caseof

a
recipe,it

is
perhapsthe

currentcontext
thatis

m
ostob-

viously
constructedby

the
linguistic

choices.T
hatis,a

recipeis
a

recipe
and

is
one

part.
5K

iesling
and

S
chilling-E

stes(1998)presentthe
various

lines
of

researchin
this

areaand
the

differencesbetw
eenthem

.S
eealso

C
am

eron1990.



60
E

M
IL

Y
B

E
N

D
E

R

nota
descriptionof

how
som

eonem
adea

m
ealon

a
certain

day
or

a
poem

or
anything

else
partially

by
virtue

of
the

linguistic
form

s
w

hich
em

bodyit.
H

ow
ever,asP

enelopeE
ckertpointsout(p.c.),the

threedim
ensionsofsocial

reality
discussedhere

are
all

interrelatedand
speakers

neverdo
constitutive

w
ork

on
one

w
ithoutalso

affecting
and

invoking
the

others.

4.2
A

S
ocialV

alue
for

N
ullO

bjects

T
he

resultofallthesestudiesis
to

callinto
questionthe

relationshipbetw
een

contextand
register,w

hich
w

as
previously

taken
to

be
unproblem

atic.If
lan-

guageplaysa
partin

constitutingthe
context,then

an
accountofthe

restricted
distribution

of
nullobjectscannotappealto

contextas
an

independent,static
entity.H

ow
ever,

if
context

is
seenas

constitutedby
languageand

othersocial
practices,the

relationshipbetw
eengram

m
aticalfeaturesand

socialcontext
canbe

understoodassim
ilarto

the
relationshipbetw

eenlinguistic
presupposi-

tions
and

conversationalcom
m

ongroundasproposedin
Lew

is
(1979).Lew

is
posits

rules
of

accom
m

odationw
hich

apply
in

m
any

casesw
here

linguistic
constraintsw

ould
be

violated.
For

exam
ple,he

arguesthatdefinite
descrip-

tions
presupposethatthe

entity
they

pick
outis

the
m

ostsaliententity
fitting

the
description.In

m
any

cases,the
entity

picked
outisn’tthe

m
ostsalientone

untilthe
definite

descriptionhasbeenuttered.
S

im
ilarly,

w
e

can
posita

socialvalue
associatedw

ith
the

linguistic
re-

sourceofnullobjects.T
his

socialvalue
w

ill
be

partofthe
constructionofthe

context,etc.,w
henevera

nullobjectis
used.T

hus
nullobjectsonly

occurin
certaincontexts

because,in
som

esense,they
bring

the
contextw

ith
them

.W
e

can
create‘ungram

m
atical’sentencesw

ith
nullobjectsbecausethe

processof
constructionis

delicateand
relies

on
the

hearerbeing
able

to
recognizethe

speaker’s
intention

(cf.
G

rice
1957

and
C

lark
1996).

It’s
hard

to
throw

in
a

nullobjectw
illy

nilly
if

it
doesn’tgo

w
ellw

ith
w

hatelse
is

going
on

in
the

sentence/discourse.
In

the
caseof

nullobjectsas
they

are
usedin

recipesand
otherinstruc-

tionalw
riting,

the
socialvalue

for
eachof

the
three

dim
ensionsm

ightbe
as

sketchedin
(9).

(9)
S

ocialsituation:
T

he
giving

ofinstructions,from
onein

author-
ity

to
one

w
ho

haschosensom
eproduct.T

he
productm

ay
be

som
ethingto

use(m
edicine)orsom

ethingto
m

ake
(recipe).

Identity
ofspeaker:

O
nein

authority.In
the

caseofcookbooks,
the

authorityis
thatofa

good
cook.In

the
caseofproductpack-
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aging,the
authorsare

facelessand
the

authority,in
som

ecases,
becom

esthatofthe
disem

bodiedvoice
oftruth.

S
ituation

described:T
he

use
or

productionof
the

productde-
scribedis

constructedasrequiringcare–
it

m
ustbe

donejustso,
orsom

ethingw
ill

go
w

rong.

A
lternatively,one

m
ay

apply
O

chs’s
(1992)theoryof

directand
indirect

indexing. 6
In

this
case,nullobjectsm

ightbe
associatedonly

w
ith

the
practice

ofgiving
instructions.T

he
giving

ofinstructions,in
turn,w

ould
be

associated
w

ith/co-constructedw
ith

authorityand
carefulaction.N

ote
thatit’s

the
prac-

tice
of

giving
instructionsthatis

associatedw
ith

authority(and
w

ith
the

null
objects)and

notsim
ply

the
issuing

of
com

m
andsor

the
use

of
im

peratives.
T

he
authorityascribedto

the
authorofa

recipeis
differentfrom

the
pow

erofa
superiorofficerin

the
m

ilitary,and
im

perativescan
getusedw

hen
the

speaker
hasno

authorityasin
Stop

teasing
m

e!
orH

elp!.
N

ote
also

thatthis
doesn’tprecludenullobjectsfrom

also
having

som
e

other,
distinctsocialvalue.

Justas
linguistic

elem
entscan

be
am

biguousin
denotative

m
eaning,thereis

no
reasonfor

them
notto

be
am

biguousin
social

value.
To

sum
m

arize,the
view

of
the

relation
betw

eencontexts
and

linguistic
form

s
thatI

am
arguing

for
here

is
as

follo
w

s:
S

peakers
have

know
ledge

of
the

socialeffectconventionallyassociatedw
ith

individualw
ordsandconstruc-

tions
in

the
gram

m
arandthey

deploy
theselinguistic

resourcesin
theirspeech

andw
riting

to
constitutecontextandthe

otherdim
ensionsofsocialreality.N

ot
only

doesthis
view

notrely
on

contextalready‘being
there’,it

also
allow

s
for

speakersto
usetheirlinguistic

com
petenceto

generatefine-grainedvariations
in

contextby
com

biningvariouslinguistic
constructionsand

thustheirsocial
values.

T
he

nextsectionshow
s

how
this

view
ofregistercan

be
incorporatedinto

an
analysisofnullobjectsin

term
sofa

com
petencegram

m
ar.

5
H

P
S

G
A

nalysis

T
his

view
of

the
relationshipbetw

eenregisterand
context

articulatedin
the

previous
sectiondem

andsa
theoryofgram

m
arw

hich
can

associatesocialin-
form

ation
w

ith
w

ords
and

w
ith

syntacticconstructions.O
ne

theory
w

hich
can

m
ake

this
associationdirectly

is
H

ead-driven
P

hraseS
tructureG

ram
m

ar
(H

P
S

G
),and

in
particularrecentversionsof

H
P

S
G

w
hich

incorporatea
the

6I
am

indebtedto
M

ary
R

osefor
pointing

this
out.



62
E

M
IL

Y
B

E
N

D
E

R

notion
of

syntacticconstructions(S
ag

and
W

asow
1999,G

inzburg
and

S
ag

1999). 7

H
P

S
G

view
s

gram
m

aras
a

system
of

signs.S
ignsare

pairingsof
form

(phonologyandsyntax)andm
eaning(sem

anticsandpragm
atics).T

hesesigns
arem

odeledw
ith

featurestructures.T
reestructureis

encodedin
featurestruc-

turesby
m

eansofdaughterattributes.
T

his
analysisI

proposeis
of

the
sem

anticaccounttype.
In

particular,it
involves

a
non-branchingrule

thatdischargesone
noun

phrasecom
plem

ent
requirem

entof
a

verb.
In

(11),w
hich

gives
the

proposedstructurefor
(10)

in
term

sof
a

fam
iliartree

diagram
,this

non-branchingrule
is

the
low

erone,
w

hereV
P

dom
inatesV

.

(10)
S

erve
im

m
ediately.

(11)
SV
P

V
P

A
dv

V
im

m
ediately

S
erve

T
he

details
of

the
constructionthatlicensesthe

non-branchingV
P

are
given

in
(12).

(12)

�																	
 null
obj

cx

S
Y

N
S

E
M

�

L
O

C
A

L

�							
 C
A

T

� H
E

A
D




V
A

L

�

C
O

M
P

S

��

C
O

N
X

�	
 S
O

C
IA

L

�	
 S
IT

U
A

T
IO

N
‘instructions’

S
E

L
F

‘authority’

D
E

S
C

R
IB

E
D

‘care
required’ ��� ��� ���������

H
D

-D
T

R

�

S
Y

N
S

E
M

�

L
O

C
A

L

�
 C
A

T

�
 H
E

A
D




verb

V
A

L

�

C
O

M
P

S

�

pro
ss���

� �� ��

�������������������

7Tw
o

othersare
C

onstructionG
ram

m
ar(K

ay
and

F
illm

ore
1999)and

W
ord

G
ram

-
m

ar(H
udson1990).
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In
this

rule,the
featureS

Y
N

S
E

M
representsinform

ationaboutthe
m

othernode.
(M

ore
precisely,the

inform
ationto

the
rightofthe

string
S

Y
N

S
E

M
is

the
value

ofthis
feature.It

is
this

value
w

hich
representsinform

ation
aboutthe

m
other

node.)T
he

feature
H

D
-D

T
R

(headdaughter)representsinform
ation

aboutthe
daughternode.S

incethis
is

a
non-branchingrule,thereare

no
otherdaughter

features.
T

he
syntacticeffects

of
the

rule
are

representedunderthe
tw

o
C

A
T

(for
‘category’)

features:one
inside

S
Y

N
S

E
M

�

L
O

C
A

L
and

one
inside

H
D

-D
T

R

�

S
Y

N
S

E
M

�

L
O

C
A

L.
T

he
rule

saysthatthe
firstelem

entofthe
daughter’scom

-
plem

entslist
should

be
specifiedas

a
pro

synsem
.

(T
he

com
plem

entslist
is

� �
��

��� �

�).T
henw

ith
the

�,itsaysthatthe
m

other’s
com

plem
entrequire-

m
entsare

the
sam

easthe
restofthe

daughter’soriginalcom
plem

entrequire-
m

ents.In
this

w
ay,it

dischargesthe
directobjectrequirem

entofthe
daughter

verb
w

hile
associatingpronom

inalsem
anticsw

ith
thatargum

entposition.
T

he
specificationH

E
A

D
verb

on
the

daughterrestrictsthis
rule

to
applying

to
verbs.P

repositionscanalsoappearw
ith

nullobjectsin
instructionalw

riting,
asin

(13)(from
H

aegem
an1987:243).

(13)
D

o
notplay

in
oraround

.

H
ow

ever,
the

possibility
of

null
objectsappearsto

be
m

ore
restrictedw

ith
verbsthanw

ith
prepositions(exam

plesfrom
M

assam
andR

oberge
1989:136):

(14)
a.Take

foil.
*C

overcookiesw
ith

im
m

ediately.
b.M

ix
the

lem
on

juice
and

choppedparsley.*T
hen

sprinkle
scallops

w
ith

.

T
hereforeexam

plessuchas(13)shouldm
ostlik

ely
be

treatedw
ith

a
separate

(butrelated)construction.
S

o
far,

this
is

a
straightforward

applicationof
H

P
S

G
to

the
problem

of
null

objects.
In

orderto
accountfor

the
distribution

of
this

construction,I
proposeto

add
inform

ation
aboutits

pragm
aticeffects

to
this

representation.
T

hesew
ill

be
encodedin

a
new

featurecalled
S

O
C

IA
L

inside
the

value
ofthe

existing
C

O
N

X
(context)

feature.T
his

inform
ation

is
broken

dow
n

into
three

typescorrespondingto
the

threedim
ensionsofsocialreality

discussedabove:
inform

ation
aboutthe

currentsituation,inform
ation

aboutthe
speaker,

and
inform

ationaboutsituationdescribed.F
inally,note

thatthe
feature

S
O

C
IA

L
is

intendedto
encodethe

contribution
m

adeto
the

socialcontext
by

the
use

of
this

construction.
C

uly
(1996)andH

aegem
an(1987)provide

argum
entsw

hich
w

ill
allow

us
to

testthe
syntacticvalidity

ofthis
analysis.F

irst,thereare
C

uly’s
objections
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to
sem

anticaccountsin
generalthatattem

ptto
encoderegisterinform

ation
in

the
gram

m
ar. 8

C
uly’s

firstobjectionis
thatsem

anticaccountsfailto
capturethe

sim
ilar-

ities
betw

eennullobjectsand
overtpronouns.T

he
reasonfor

this
is

thatnull
objectsw

ould
have

to
have

beenintroducedby
the

verb,w
hile

overtpronouns
are

theirow
n

signs.
O

n
m

y
analysis,the

nullobjectsare
introducedby

a
construction,w

hich
w

ould
have

the
sam

eproblem
exceptthatthey

are
representedvia

a
special

synsem
type,the

pro
synsem

.
T

he
parallelism

betw
eennullobjectsand

overt
pronounobjectscan

be
representedin

term
sof

synsem
types.(15)show

s
a

partofthe
synsem

type
hierarchy.

(15)
synsem

X
C

A
N

O
N

&
X

P
R

O

non-canon
canon

pron
non-pro

pro
ss

overt-pro

Tw
o

ofthe
dim

ensionsthatsynsem
sare

classifiedon
are

theircanonicityand
w

hetheror
notthey

are
pronom

inal.N
on-canonicalsynsem

typesare
those,

lik
e

pro
synsem

,thatnevercorrespondto
any

phrasestructureposition.T
hus

w
hile

pro
synsem

andthe
synsem

type
forovertpronounsdifferin

theircanon-
icity,

they
both

sharethe
supertypepronom

inal.
T

he
type

pronom
inal

w
ill

houseallthe
inform

ation
they

have
in

com
m

on.
A

notherone
of

C
uly’s

objectionsis
thatas

purely
sem

anticentities,it
w

ould
notbe

possibleto
representany

binding
propertiesfor

the
nullobjects.

O
n

m
y

analysis,since
pro

synsem
is

a
syntactic(as

w
ellas

sem
antic)entity,

it
w

ill
be

possibleto
representits

binding
properties.(16)givesa

partialde-
scription

ofthe
type

pro
synsem

. 9

8C
uly

endsup
proposinga

sem
anticaccountthatavoids

theseobjectionsby
m

ov-
ing

the
registerinform

ation
to

the
user’s

m
anual.T

he
analysispresentedhere

over-
com

esthe
sam

eobjectionsw
ithoutthis

m
ove

largely
due

to
advancesin

H
P

S
G

that
have

occurredin
the

m
eantim

e,in
particular,

the
developm

entof
pro

synsem
and

of
constructions.

9P
pro

(for
‘personalpronoun’)is

the
contenttype

assignedto
pronounsasopposed

to
anaphorsin

P
ollard

and
S

ag1994.
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(16)
 !!" pro

synsem

L
O

C
A

L

 " C
A

T

# H
E

A
D

noun$

C
O

N
T

ppro

%& %''&

C
uly

also
objectedthatcreatingspecialentriesfor

verbsto
introducethe

nullobjectsconstitutedan
unnecessary,unm

otivated,and
unw

ieldy
increase

in
the

size
ofthe

lexicon.B
y

using
a

constructioninstead,this
analysisentails

no
increasein

the
size

of
the

lexicon.
T

he
sam

elexicalentry
for

serve
that

givesrise
to

K
im

served
itw

arm
is

also
involved

in
Serve

w
arm

.
A

s
a

secondsetof
testsof

syntacticadequacy,
there

are
the

properties
thatH

aegem
an(1987)used

to
identify

the
em

pty
category

she
posited

as
a

w
h-trace.

F
irst,there

is
the

factthatit
is

‘syntacticallyactive’,i.e.,can
controlthe

unexpressedsubjectofan
adjunctorofan

infinitivalcom
plem

ent:

(17)
a.B

ake
untilgoldenbrow

n.
b.A

llo
w

to
cool.

H
ere,the

nullobject(ofbake
orallow

)
is

controlling
the

unexpressedsubject
of

the
nextphrase(golden

brow
n

or
to

cool).
S

incethe
nullobjectdoeshave

a
position

on
the

argum
entstructurelistofthe

m
atrix

verb,it
shouldnotbe

a
problem

to
representthesecontrolrelations.

S
econd,H

aegem
an’saccountpredictsthatnullobjectsshouldlicensepar-

asitic
gaps,asin

(18)(1987:244): 10

(18)
D

ry
w

ith
a

cleantow
elbeforeyou

deepfry
.

O
n

m
y

analysis,this
sentencew

ould
involve

tw
o

separateinstancesofthe
null

objectconstruction,oneforeachverb.T
his

predictsthe
existenceofsentences

lik
e

the
authenticexam

ple
in

(19)w
here

there
is

a
nullobjectin

the
adjunct

butnotanyw
hereelse. 11

10I
think

this
exam

ple
is

considerablyim
proved

if
the

verb
in

the
adjunctis

non-
finite,asin

before
deepfrying

.
11H

aegem
analso

tries
to

show
thatnullobjectsobey

island
constraints,butthe

pur-
portedisland

violationsonly
degradethe

nullobjectexam
plesto

?,w
hile

parallelw
h-

m
ovem

entexam
plesare

rated*
(H

aegem
an1987:240–241):

(i)
a.?B

oileggsfor
the

saladw
hile

you
roast

.
b.

*W
hatdid

you
boileggsw

hile
you

roasted
?

T
husis

w
ould

appearthatthe
m

arginalstatusof(ia)requiresa
differentexplanation.
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(19)
To

serve
the

birdsfreshlystew
ed,letthem

stand10
m

inutesbeforecutting
so

the
juicesdo

notrun
freely.

6
C

onclusion

In
this

paperI
have

advocatedtw
o

things:first,
a

view
of

the
phenom

enon
called

registerin
w

hich
registerhelps

to
constitutecontext

ratherthan
sim

-
ply

reflecting
it,

and
seconda

view
of

gram
m

arw
here

socialinform
ation

is
incorporatedalong

w
ith

traditionalgram
m

aticalinform
ation.

In
this

concludingsectionIw
ould

lik
e

to
askif

the
firstconclusionentails

the
second.To

putitdifferently,could
eitherofthe

otherview
s

ofgram
m

arbe
m

adecom
patiblew

ith
the

view
ofregisteradvocatedhere?

Letus
startw

ith
the

separategram
m

arsapproach.It
seem

spretty
clear

thatthis
one

is
incom

patiblebecauseit
requiresa

fixed
setof

contexts,as
discussedin

( 4
above.

Initially,the
user’s

m
anualapproachlooks

m
ore

prom
ising,sinceit

could
be

m
adeto

treatthe
constructionsindividually.

In
this

case,the
rules

w
ould

notbe
of

the
form

,“if
the

context
is

a
recipe,then

interpretfree
variablesin

the
sem

anticslik
e

third
personpronouns.”R

ather,the
equivalentrulesw

ould
be

statedas
“if

there
is

a
free

variable
in

the
sem

antics,interpretit
lik

e
a

third
personpronounandtry

to
understandthe

contextasan
instanceofgiving

instructions.”
T

hus,in
general,it

looks
lik

e
a

user’s
m

anualapproachcould
be

m
ade

com
patiblew

ith
the

view
of

context
and

registeradvocatedhere.
H

ow
ever,

thereis
som

ereasonto
believe

it
m

ightbecom
eunw

ieldy.
In

the
caseofnull

objects,C
uly

w
asable

to
cleverly

avoid
replicatingthe

gram
m

aticalinform
a-

tion
(verb

thatrequiresa
noun

phrasecom
plem

entin
a

sentencelacking
that

com
plem

ent)in
the

user’s
m

anualby
referringinsteadto

sem
anticvariables.It

is
an

em
piricalquestionw

hetherthis
w

ould
be

possiblefor
the

othersocially
m

eaningfulsyntacticconstructions.If
not,then

the
user’s

m
anualapproach

requiresduplicatinggram
m

aticalinform
ation

outsideofthe
gram

m
ar.In

this
case,it

seem
spreferableto

m
ove

the
socialinform

ation
into

the
gram

m
ar.

H
ow

ever,
there

still
m

ay
be

a
use

for
the

user’s
m

anual.T
his

analysis
is

notm
eantto

deny
thatpeopledo

have
a

notion
of

‘recipe’and
w

hatit
en-

tails
linguistically.

T
his

kind
of

know
ledge

seem
ssom

ew
hatseparatefrom

sentencegram
m

ar,so
this

could
be

a
good

fit
for

the
user’s

m
anual.
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