Constituting Context:
Null Objectsin English RecipesRevisited*

Emily Bender
1 Intr oduction

Thispaperaddressetheproblemof null objectsin Englishrecipes.n general,
Englishdoesnot allow zerorealizationof objectnounphrasegl).

(1)*Sandypreparedhe deep-friedofu andKim devoured__.
However, asshavnin (2), they areallowedin certaincontexts.
(2) Roll eachpiecein kuzuor cornstarchandset__ aside.

Allowing for the possibility of null objectsis straightforvard, andthere
areseveral possiblesyntacticanalysegdiscussedelav). The moredifficult
problemis accountingfor their distribution, which hassomethingto do with
thenon-linguisticcontext.

Previousdiscussion®f null objectsin Englishrecipesmale referencdo
the notion of register For the purposesf this paper register will be used
to referto clustersof formal linguistic propertiesassociatedvith a ‘context’.
Thetermcontext will beusedto referto thesociallyandculturally constructed
concomitant®f an utteranceor text. ThisincludeswhatHymes(1972)calls
setting and scene aswell as his ends (goalsand purposes)ynd participants
togethemwith therecognitionthatall of thesecomponentsresocially consti-
tutedby theactsof the participants.

The definition of registergivenabove is not controsersial. However, the
view of contet takenup hereis atoddswith theway context is treatedn most
previous syntacticwork on register Suchwork usuallyassumeshatcontets
exist independenbf peopleand prior to the linguistic actsthatreflectthem.
Oneof the purpose®f this paperis to articulatea view of registerthat does
notrely onthisreificationof contexts.

Theotherpurposeof this paperis to exploretheimplicationsof the distri-
bution of null objectsfor a competencéheoryof syntax. Culy (1996)argues
that such phenomenaequirea secondcomponentof languageknowledge,

*1 would like to thank Chris Culy, Mary Rose,Ilvan Sag, Tom Wasav andArnold
Zwicky for helpful discussiorof this paper
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dubbedthe users manual’.Haggemanl987arguesthatseparateegistersare
generatedy separatgrammarsvith differentparametesettings Herel will
be amguingfor aview of grammarakin to thatproposedn Hudson1996. On
this view, monolingualspealkershave onegrammartthatincludessocialinfor-
mationlinkedto individual wordsandconstructions.

In the remainderof this paper section2 will presentthe data. Section
3 will review previous analyses.Section4 presentghe casefor non-reified
contet. Finally, section5 presentsa new HPSGanalysisof null objectsin
English.

2 Data

This sectionpresentghe datato be accountedor by ary analysisof null ob-
jectsin English,relying heavily on Culy’s (1996)VARBRUL analysisof null
objectsin recipes.

2.1 Null Objectsin Recipes

Culy’s moderncorpus$ consistedof the direction portionsof 50 recipes,10
eachfrom five moderncookbooks. Eachtoken was a potentialobjectnoun
phraseegitheranovertobjectnounor aninstancevheretheverbselectdor an
objectbut nonewasexpressedln the 50 recipesherewere675suchtokens.

Culy codedthedatafor thefactorgroupsshavnin Tablel. Thedependent
variablewastheform of thenounphrasegithernoun,pronounor zero. There
weretwo syntacticfactors,the morphologicaform of the selectingverb,and
the grammaticafunction of the antecedento the objectnounphrase. Culy
includedthereferentof theobjectnounphraseasthesemantidactor Thedis-
coursefactorwaslookback,or the numberof clausego lastmention.Finally,
thesourcecookbookwascodedasanindex of style.

The percentagef zerosor null objectsas a portion of all objectnoun
phrasesangedfrom 29.1%in the cookbookwith the fewestzerosto 45.4%
in the cookbookwith the most. WhennounsareexcludedandCuly considers
the ratio of zerosto zerosand pronounstogethey the rangeis from 80.4%
in the cookbookwith the fewestzeros,to the cookbookwith the mostzeros
becominga knockoutfactor

Thereare several importantthingsto notein Culy’s results. Thefirst is
that null objectsoccurfrequentlyin recipes,and that this frequeng varies
acrosscookbooks.Evenmorestriking is the high portion of zerosamongall

'He alsopresents very interestingdiachronicstudy
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| Group | Factors | Type |
form noun,pronounzero dependent
variable

verbform imperative, presenpart., syntactic
infinitive, inflected

grammaticafunction subjectobject,oblique syntactic

of antecedent indeterminatenone

referentof theobjectNP | “finished”, “almostdone” semantic
“workingon”, “other”

distanceo lastmention | numberof clausegmax20) | discourse

source cookbookcode style

Tablel: Factorgroupsin Culy 1996

pronominalsthatis zerosandpronoundogetherIn fact,whenCuly restricted
his corpusto thepronominalstheonly factorgroupthatwassignificantin the
VARBRUL runswas source, thatis, individual style. Further the discourse
factorwassignificantin all of the runsCuly did exceptthat comparingonly
zerosto overt pronouns Culy draws from this the conclusiorthatnull objects
patternvery closelywith overtpronounsn their discourseroperties.

Theseempiricalresultsareimportantbecausehey further constrainthe
syntacticanalysisof thesefacts. The preferredanalysiswill representhedis-
coursesimilarities betweenover pronounsand zerosas well asthe stylistic
differencedetweerthem.

2.2 Null Objects Outside Recipes
Although most studiesof null objectsuserecipesas data, hull objectsalso
occurin othercontexts. Sadock(1974)discussesaull objectsin productlabels

(3) andFitzpatricket al. (1986)find themin Navy messag@arratves(4). It
would not be surprisingto find themin still othercontexts.

(3) Keep__ outof reachof children.
(4) 72manhoursxpendedo correct__.
Althoughtheonly studied’m awareof concerrthewritten modality; null

objectsalsooccurin the spolenlanguage For example,l foundthreetokens
while listeningto 13 minutesof the program“V egetarianCooking Secretsof
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CIA (Culinary Institute of America)”. They comefrom two chefswho

bothsoundedik e native spealersof English?

(5)

(6)

(7)

Thevinaigretteis just simple

all it is is lemonijuice

lemonjuice

with alittle bit of salt

whene&eryou make avinaigretteit’s goodto addsalt
again,it'saflavor enhancer

we’re thengoingto whiskin

pureolive oil

extravirgin olive oil

afteryou’'vewhisked __ (.) andmadea bit of anemulsification
youwannamake sureyou tasteyour vinaigrette

We're gonnaplateit now.
Whenyouplate __, make sure
thatyou give thefennel
someheight

Okay, we’re alsogonnaaddsome
tomatillo

thelittle greenhusktomatoes
somecilantro

andalittle bit of tomatopaste

()

andseason__ with alittle salt

This sectionhasshawvn that, while null objectsare unacceptablén the

decontatualizedsentencesisually studiedby linguists,they are commonin
recipesandin someothercontexts. | now turnto areview of previousanalyses
of thisphenomenon.

3

As
sis

Previous Analyses

far asthe syntaxis concernedCuly (1996)identifiesthreetypesof analy-
: deletionaccountswhichinvolve arule thatdeletesanobjectnounphrase;

rep

2In theseexamplestheline breaksepresenintonationalunits. Thenull objectsare
resentedvith __ andthe verbswith dependenhull objectsarein bold face The

symbol(.) represents pause.
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semantiaccountsyherea specialentryfor the selectingverb causeghe ob-
ject positionto be presentin the semanticdut not in the syntax;andempty
category accounts.

As for therelationshipto non-linguisticcontet, againtherearethreeex-
tantproposalsmultiple grammarswith the choiceof grammardependentn
contt; a single grammaraugmentedvith a ‘user’s manual’; and a single
grammawith socialinformationintegratedin thegrammaiitself.

The following subsectionsummarizewo existing analysesvhich each
instantiateonecombinatiorof syntacticanalysisandview of grammas

3.1 Culy 1996

Culy’s answetto the problemof therestricteddistribution of null objectsis to
malke useof a separateomponendf linguistic knowledge. He writes, “The
regularitiesof registers... shouldnot be expressedn the grammarper se,
but in a separateomponentegulatingthe useof language- a sortof users
manual. (1996:112)As for the syntax, Culy’s analysisis a versionof the
semantic@ccount.

(8) givesanexampleof alexical entryon Culy’s analysis.

(8) verb: mix
subcatgorization: SUBJ 0BJ
NP: [AGT [, NP: | TH
X y

semantics® mix (x,y)”
[Culy 1996:113]

Here,z andy arevariablesin the semanticsif the objectis realizedovertly,
they will belinkedto the semantic®f thatnounphrase.If it is notrealized
overtly, the variabley remainsa free variablein the semantics. The users
manualthenspecifiesvhatdowith freevariables.Culy (1996:113)writes,“If
the usagerulesdo not allow for the discoursebindingin a particularcontext
(orregister),thentheuseof thenull agumentwill beinfelicitous(or ‘ungram-
matical’)” To paraphrasethe users manualsaysthingslike, “if the context
is arecipe theninterpretfreevariablesn the semanticdik e third personpro-
nouns’ If theusers manualhasno rule for interpretingfree variablesin the
currentcontet, thentheir useis ungrammatical.

3Massamand Robege (1989)is anotherinstanceof an empty catgjory account.
Sincethey do not discussthe relationshipto non-linguisticcontext, this accountwill
notbereviewedhere.
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3.2 Haegeman1987

Haegeman(1987) providesan accountof the multiple grammarsype. She
arguesthat ‘registervariation’ is aninstanceof language-interngbarametric
variation. Thatis, thatthe registersof a languagemay differ from eachother
in their parametesettings(whereparametersare understoodasin Chomsly
1981).

Syntacticallythisis anemptycateyory approach Haegemanarguesthat
the null objectshave propertiesakin to wh-tracesand that they arein fact
topic-linkedtraces.On the basisof this, sheattributesthe differencebetween
recipeEnglishandotherEnglish(the presencef null objects)to a difference
in the settingof the parametethatis responsibldor the differencedbetween
topic prominentand subjectprominentlanguages.'Core’ Englishis subject
prominentwhile recipeEnglishis topic prominent.

4 The Relationship of Context to Register

In this section,| will arguethatthe two accountdiscussedbove involve a
reificationof context. Culy’s users manualmakesreferenceo the context in
orderto determinethe grammaticalityof a string. This requiresthe relevant
aspectof context to exist prior to the processingof the sentence.Context
doesexist prior to eachutterancen the sensethat thereis sharedcommon
groundbasedntheexchangesofar, sharectulturalbeliefs,etc. However, as
I will discussbelon, muchrecentwork in anthropologyandsociolinguistics
hasshownn thatlinguistic activity alsoplaysa partin constitutingthe context.

Haegemans account(andto a lesserextent, Culy’s aswell) hasthe fur-
therproblemthatit only allowsfor arestrictedsetof registers.Onheraccount,
eachregisterhasits own grammarmdefinedatthe macrolevel of parameteset-
tings. While Haggemaris notexplicit abouttherelationof registerto context,
we canassumdy hertreatmenbf thisrelationasunproblemati¢hatregisters
on heraccountsimply have oneor morecontexts thatthey areappropriateo.
Thisleadsusto afinite setof contextsthatarepredeterminedT his too would
seemncompatiblewith asituationin which spealersarecontinuallymutually
constructingcontexts 4

“However, | do not meanto imply that peopledo not have knavledgeof certain
socialcontets as‘crystallized’ entitieswhich go with specificlinguistic formulae. It
is importantto notethatevenin this caselanguages constitutve of context. Every
time sucha crystallizedcontext occurs,it is becausé¢he participantgperformor invoke
it andmutuallyrecognizethat performancer invocationof which linguistic behaior
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4.1 LanguageConstituting Context

In recentyears therehasheenamovein sociolinguisticresearctirom analyz-
ing languageasreflectingsocialstructureto researchindiow languageplays
apartin constitutingsocialstructure.

An importantthreadof researchin this areahasconcernedtself with
sociolinguisticvariationandhow it relatesto spealer identity.> For example,
Eckert (in press)is an in-depthstudy of how high schoolstudentsproduce
phonologicalariationasa partof identity building.

The constitutingwork of languageaxtendsbeyondidentity, however. As
Schiffrin writes, “languageis potentially sensitve to all of the contexts in
which it occurs,and... languagereflectsthosecontets becauset helps
to constitutethem? (1987:5,emphasisn original.) Schiffrin citesthe phe-
nomenorof adjacenyg pairs(Schealoff andSacks1973)where,for example,
theaskingof a questionsetsup the context for the next utteranceo beunder
stoodasananswer Anotherexampleof languageconstitutingcontext comes
from the useof honorificsin Japanesel-or example,Kondo(1990:141-145)
finds that spealers of Japaneseise honorificsdifferentially in the different
roomsof a houseaspartof the procesof creatinga formal spacean onepart
of thehouseanda moreinformal spacen another

Finally, languagecan be usedto ‘recontectualize’ eventsin the pastor
‘precontextualize’ eventsin thefuture (Ochs1992). Ochsgivesa particularly
clearexampleof recontetualizationregardingpraisein joint caregiver-child
actiities. In mainstreamAmericanculture,whena carayiver andchild com-
pleteajoint actiity, the caregiver will usuallypraisethe child anddownplay
or masktheir own role with suchexpressionsas“Look atthe beautifulcastle
youmade!”. In contrast\WesternSamoarcareagiverssocializeyoungchildren
into areciprocalpraisingpracticewherepraiseby oneparticipantis followed
by reciprocalpraiseby the other Thusthe Americancareaiver recontetu-
alizesthe actvity asthe child’s individual effort, while the WesternSamoan
caragjiverrecontatualizesit ascooperatre (1992:354-355).

In summary languagehasa constitutize relationto threedimensionsof
socialreality: identity, context of utteranceandthe contentof the utterance.
In speakingve continuallyconstructwho we are,the socialsituationwe find
oursehesin andthesituationwe aredescribingor reporting.

In the caseof arecipe,it is perhapghe currentcontet thatis mostob-
viously constructedy the linguistic choices.Thatis, arecipeis a recipe and

is onepart.
®Kiesling and Schilling-Esteg1998) presentthe variouslines of researchin this
areaandthedifferencedetweerthem.SeealsoCameronl990.
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not a descriptionof how someonemadea mealon a certainday or a poem
or anything elsepartially by virtue of the linguistic forms which embodyit.
However, asPenelopeeckert pointsout (p.c.), the threedimensionof social
reality discussedhereareall interrelatedand spealers never do constitutive
work on onewithout alsoaffectingandinvoking the others.

4.2 A SocialValue for Null Objects

Theresultof all thesestudieds to call into questiortherelationshipbetween
context andregister which waspreviously takento be unproblematiclf lan-
guageplaysapartin constitutingthecontext, thenanaccounbf therestricted
distribution of null objectscannotappealto context asanindependentstatic
entity.

However, if context is seenas constitutedby languageand other social
practices,the relationshipbetweengrammaticalfeaturesand social context
canbeunderstoodssimilarto therelationshipbetweeringuistic presupposi-
tionsandcornversationatommongroundasproposedn Lewis (1979).Lewis
positsrules of accommodationwhich apply in mary caseswherelinguistic
constraintavould be violated. For example, he arguesthat definite descrip-
tions presuppos¢hatthe entity they pick out is the mostsaliententity fitting
thedescription.In mary casestheentity pickedoutisn’t themostsalientone
until the definitedescriptiorhasbeenuttered.

Similarly, we can posit a social value associatedvith the linguistic re-
sourceof null objects.This socialvaluewill be partof the constructiorof the
context, etc.,whenever a null objectis used. Thusnull objectsonly occurin
certaincontects becausein somesensethey bringthe context with them.We
cancreateéungrammatical’sentencewith null objectsbecausehe procesof
constructionis delicateandrelies on the hearerbeing ableto recognizethe
spealer’s intention (cf. Grice 1957 andClark 1996). It's hardto throw in a
null objectwilly nilly if it doesnt go well with whatelseis goingonin the
sentence/discourse.

In the caseof null objectsasthey areusedin recipesandotherinstruc-
tional writing, the socialvaluefor eachof the threedimensionsmight be as
sketchedn (9).

(9) Socialsituation: Thegiving of instructionsfrom onein author
ity to onewho haschosensomeproduct. The productmay be
somethingo use(medicine)or somethingo make (recipe).
Identity of spealer: Onein authority In the caseof cookbooks,
theauthorityis thatof agoodcook. In the caseof productpack-
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aging,the authorsarefacelessandthe authority in somecases,
becomeghatof thedisembodiedoice of truth.

Situation described: The useor productionof the productde-
scribedis constructedsrequiringcare— it mustbe donejustso,
or somethingwill gowrong.

Alternatively, onemay apply Ochss (1992)theoryof directandindirect
indexing.® In this case null objectsmightbe associatednly with the practice
of giving instructions.The giving of instructionsjn turn, would beassociated
with/co-constructeavith authorityandcarefulaction. Notethatit's the prac-
tice of giving instructionsthatis associatedavith authority (andwith the null
objects)and not simply the issuingof commandor the useof imperaties.
Theauthorityascribedo theauthorof arecipeis differentfrom the powerof a
superiorofficerin themilitary, andimperatvescangetusedwhenthespealer
hasno authorityasin Sop teasing me! or Help!.

Note alsothat this doesnt precludenull objectsfrom alsohaving some
other, distinctsocialvalue. Justaslinguistic elementscan be ambiguousn
denotatve meaningthereis no reasorfor themnotto beambiguousn social
value.

To summarizethe view of the relation betweencontets and linguistic
formsthatl amarguing for hereis asfollows: Spealkrshave knowledgeof
thesocialeffectconventionallyassociate@ith individualwordsandconstruc-
tionsin thegrammarandthey deploy thesdinguisticresource theirspeech
andwriting to constitutecontext andtheotherdimension®f socialreality. Not
only doesthis view notrely on contet alreadybeingthere’,it alsoallows for
spealersto usetheir linguistic competencéo generatdine-grainedvariations
in context by combiningvariouslinguistic constructionsandthustheir social
values.

Thenext sectionshavs how this view of registercanbeincorporatednto
ananalysisof null objectsin termsof acompetencgrammar

5 HPSG Analysis

This view of the relationshipbetweenregisterand context articulatedin the
previous sectiondemands theoryof grammamhich canassociatesocialin-
formation with words and with syntacticconstructions. One theory which
canmake this associatiordirectly is Head-driven PhraseStructureGrammar
(HPSG),andin particularrecentversionsof HPSGwhich incorporatea the

6] amindebtedto Mary Rosefor pointingthis out.
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notion of syntacticconstructiongSagand Wasav 1999, Ginzlurg and Sag
1999)/

HPSGviews grammaras a systemof signs. Signsare pairingsof form
(phonologyandsyntax)andmeaningsemanticandpragmatics)Thesesigns
aremodeledwith featurestructuresTreestructurels encodedn featurestruc-
turesby meansf daughteattributes.

This analysisl proposeis of the semanticaccounttype. In particular it
involvesa non-branchingule that dischagesone noun phrasecomplement
requiremenbf a verh In (11), which givesthe proposedstructurefor (10)
in termsof a familiar treediagram,this non-branchingule is the lower one,
whereVP dominates/.

(10) Sene__immediately

(11) S

VP Adv

\% immediately

Sene

The detailsof the constructionthat licensesthe non-branching/P are
givenin (12).

(12) [null_obj_cx 4
HEAD [
CAT
VAL | comPs [2]
SYNSEM | LOCAL SITUATION  ‘instructions
CONX |SOCIAL |SELF ‘authority’

DESCRIBED ‘care required’

HEAD (1] verb
HD-DTR | SYNSEM | LOCAL | CAT

VAL | COMPS A_Qo-wmv@H ;

"Two othersare ConstructiorGrammar(Kay andFillmore 1999)andWord Gram-
mar(Hudson1990).



CONSTITUTINGCONTEXT 63

In thisrule,thefeaturesy NSEM representsformationaboutthemothemode.
(More preciselytheinformationto theright of thestring Sy NSEM is thevalue
of this feature.lt is this valuewhich representinformationaboutthe mother
node.) ThefeatureHD-DTR (headdaughteryepresentinformationaboutthe
daughtemnode.Sincethis is anon-branchingule, thereareno otherdaughter
features.

The syntacticeffectsof the rule arerepresentedinderthe two cAT (for
‘category’) features:oneinside SYNSEM | LOCAL andoneinsideHD-DTR |
SYNSEM | LOCAL. Therule saysthatthefirst elementf thedaughters com-
plementdist shouldbe specifiedasa pro_synsem. (The complementdist is
(pro_ss) @ 2)). Thenwith the[z, it saysthatthemothers complementequire-
mentsarethe sameasthe restof the daughters original complementequire-
ments.In thisway, it dischagesthedirectobjectrequiremenbf the daughter
verbwhile associatinggronominalsemanticsvith thatargumentposition.

ThespecificatioHEAD verb onthedaughterestrictsthisruleto applying
toverbs.Prepositionganalsoappeawith null objectsn instructionakwriting,
asin (13) (from Haggeman1987:243).

(13) Donotplayin __oraround__.

However, the possibility of null objectsappeargo be more restrictedwith
verbsthanwith prepositiongexamplesrom MassamandRobege1989:136):

(14) a. Takefoil. *Covercookieswith __ immediately
b. Mix thelemonjuice andchoppedoarslg. *Then sprinklescallops
with .

Thereforeexamplessuchas(13) shouldmostlik ely betreatedwith a separate
(but related)construction.

Sofar, this is a straightforvard applicationof HPSGto the problemof
null objects. In orderto accountfor the distribution of this construction,
proposeto addinformationaboutits pragmaticeffectsto this representation.
Thesewill beencodedn a new featurecalledsociAL insidethevalueof the
existing CONX (context) feature. This informationis broken down into three
typescorrespondingo thethreedimensionf socialreality discusse@dbove:
information aboutthe currentsituation, information aboutthe spealer, and
informationaboutsituationdescribedFinally, notethatthefeaturesociAL is
intendedto encodethe contribution madeto the social context by the useof
this construction.

Culy (1996)andHaegeman(1987)provide argumentsvhichwill allow us
to testthe syntacticvalidity of this analysis.First, thereareCuly’s objections
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to semanticaccountsn generakhatattemptto encoderegisterinformationin
thegrammas®

Culy’sfirst objectionis thatsemantiaccountdail to capturethe similar
ities betweemull objectsandovert pronouns.Thereasorfor this is thatnull
objectswould have to have beenintroducedby theverb,while overtpronouns
aretheir own signs.

On my analysisthe null objectsareintroducedby a constructionwhich
would have the sameproblemexceptthatthey arerepresentedia a special
synsentype, the pro_synsem. The parallelismbetweemull objectsandovert
pronounobjectscanbe representeih termsof synsemtypes. (15) shovs a
partof thesynsentype hierarchy

(15) synsem
>
:o:-o%os non-pro
pro_ss overt-pro

Two of thedimensionghatsynsemsreclassifiedon aretheir canonicityand
whetheror not they arepronominal. Non-canonicabynsemtypesarethose,
like pro_synsem, thatnever correspondo arny phrasestructureposition. Thus
while pro_synsemandthesynsemntypefor overtpronoundgifferin theircanon-
icity, they both sharethe supertypepronominal. The type pronominal will
houseall theinformationthey havein common.

Anotherone of Culy’s objectionsis that as purely semanticentities, it
would not be possibleto represenary bindingpropertiesor thenull objects.
On my analysissincepro_synsem is a syntactic(aswell assemantic)entity,
it will be possibleto representts binding properties.(16) givesa partial de-
scriptionof thetype pro_synsem.®

8Culy endsup proposinga semanticaccountthatavoids theseobjectionsby mov-
ing the registerinformationto the users manual. The analysispresentechereover
comesthe sameobjectionswithout this move largely dueto adwancesin HPSGthat
have occurredin the meantime,n particular the developmentof pro_synsem and of
constructions.

°Ppro (for ‘personalpronoun’)is the contenttype assignedo pronounsasopposed
to anaphorsn PollardandSag1994.
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(16) [pro_synsem

CAT T_ EAD JOCJH_
LOCAL

CONT  ppro

Culy alsoobjectedthat creatingspecialentriesfor verbsto introducethe
null objectsconstitutedan unnecessaryunmotivated,and unwieldy increase
in thesizeof thelexicon. By usinga constructiorinsteadthis analysisentails
no increasdn the size of the lexicon. The samelexical entry for serve that
givesriseto Kim served it warmis alsoinvolvedin Serve warm.

As a secondset of testsof syntacticadequayg, thereare the properties
that Haegeman(1987) usedto identify the empty cateyory shepositedasa
wh-trace.

First, thereis the factthatit is ‘syntacticallyactive’, i.e., cancontrol the
unexpressedubjectof anadjunctor of aninfinitival complement:

(17) a.Bake__ until goldenbrown.
b. Allow __ tocool.

Here,the null object(of bake or allow) is controllingthe unexpressedsubject
of the next phrasg(golden brown or to cool). Sincethe null objectdoeshave
a positionon the argumentstructurelist of the matrix verb, it shouldnotbea
problemto representhesecontrolrelations.

SecondHaggemansaccounpredictsthatnull objectsshouldlicensepar
asiticgaps,asin (18) (1987:244)°

(18) Dry __ with acleantowel beforeyou deepfry .

Onmy analysisthis sentencevould involve two separaténstance®f thenull
objectconstructionpnefor eachverh Thispredictstheexistenceof sentences
like the authenticexamplein (19) wherethereis a null objectin the adjunct
but notanywhereelse!!

101 think this exampleis considerablyimproved if the verbin the adjunctis non-
finite, asin before deepfrying .

"Haegemanalsotriesto shav thatnull objectsobey islandconstraintsbut the pur-
portedislandviolationsonly degradethe null objectexamplesto ?, while parallelwh-
movementexamplesarerated* (Haegemanl987:240-241):

(i) a.?Boil eggsfor thesaladwhile youroast__.
b. *What did you boil eggswhile youroasted ?

Thusis would appeathatthe maginal statusof (ia) requiresa differentexplanation.
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(19) Tosenethebirdsfreshlysteved,let themstand10minutesbeforecutting
__sothejuicesdo notrunfreely.

6 Conclusion

In this paperl have adwcatedtwo things: first, a view of the phenomenon
calledregisterin which registerhelpsto constitutecontet ratherthan sim-
ply reflectingit, andseconda view of grammarwheresocialinformationis
incorporatedalongwith traditionalgrammaticalnformation.

In this concludingsectionl would lik e to askif thefirst conclusiorentails
thesecond.To putit differently, couldeitherof the otherviews of grammaibe
madecompatiblewith theview of registeradwocatechere?

Let us startwith the separatggrammarsapproach.lt seemgretty clear
that this one is incompatiblebecausét requiresa fixed setof contets, as
discussedh §4 above.

Initially, the users manualapproactooksmorepromising,sinceit could
be madeto treatthe constructionsndividually. In this case the ruleswould
not be of the form, “if the context is arecipe,theninterpretfree variablesin
thesemanticdik e third personpronouns. Ratherthe equivalentruleswould
be statedas “if thereis a free variablein the semanticsjnterpretit like a
third persorpronounandtry to understandhe contect asaninstanceof giving
instructions.

Thus,in general,it looks like a users manualapproachcould be made
compatiblewith the view of context and registeradwocatedhere. However,
thereis somereasorto believe it might becomeunwieldy: In the caseof null
objects,Culy wasableto cleverly avoid replicatingthe grammaticainforma-
tion (verbthatrequiresa nounphrasecomplementn a sentencéackingthat
complement)n theusers manuaby referringinsteado semantiovariables It
is anempiricalquestionwhetherthis would be possiblefor the othersocially
meaningfulsyntacticconstructions.If not, thenthe users manualapproach
requiresduplicatinggrammaticalnformationoutsideof the grammar In this
casejt seemgreferableéo movethe socialinformationinto thegrammar

However, therestill may be a usefor the users manual. This analysis
is not meantto dery that peopledo have a notion of ‘recipe’ andwhatit en-
tails linguistically. This kind of knowledge seemssomavhat separatdrom
sentencgrammay sothis couldbe a goodfit for theusers manual.
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