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1 havereadwith a senseof perplexityEnriqueBernárdez’soOn Unaccu-
sativity: Causetypesand verb typesreconsidered»in this volurne, which is
supposedlyinspiredby sorneof the ideas1 diseussin my own oClause-types
and verb-types: lrnplications for descriptiveand pedagogicalgrarnmarsof
Englisho (EIUC, 3). The number of inaccuraelesand rnisconceptions,the
generaltoneof the discussion,andthe positionhe ascribesto me regarding,
for instance,the relationbetweenformal and funetional grammarsand 11w
particularanalysissuggcstedhave,unfortunately,madethis rcply necessary—
a task which 1 undertakeratherreluetantly(and hastily),but in the hopethat
it will serve the purposeof elarifying my positionon sorneof the issuesad-
dressedin my paper,as well as othersraisedby EnriqueBernárdez’spaper
itself

The aim of this reply is to show thatEnrique Bernárdez’spaper(EH, for
brevity) is basedbothon afundamentalmiseonceptionas to what are the es-
sential clairns and leading purposeof my own paper (AM, for brevity), as
weII as on a crucial rnisunderstandingof my approachto the syntax-seman-
lies of unaceusativeverbs.Thesetwo faetorsunderliea signiticanínumberof
the objectionsthaI EH raisesagainstsorneof rny own observationsand ideas
concerning(a) linguisties at large and approacheslo languagestudy (basi-
cally, sections1, 2 and 3 in EH), and (b) the particular analysis of unaccu-
sative verbsoffered (basically,section4 in EH). 1 focus on eachof thern in
turn.

Estudiosfngk’sesdela Utziversidadcomplutens<5,71-80,Edil. Complutense,Madrid, 1997.
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1. THE USE OF THE TERM ‘FUNCTIONAL’ IN AM,
AND LINGUISTICS AT LARGJE

EB at[ributes te ¡ny article a purpeseami a significancewbich is, te say
the leastinaccurate.if net entirelymisleading:(i) 1 de mil argue that unaccu-
sativity as a semanticand a syn[ac[ic phenomenensheuldbe intredueedinto
functienal/cegni[ive appreacheste gramrnaras a whele ‘, and (fi) 1 do no
evenfaintly sugges[ tha[ functionalgrammarsheulé follow [he «dictates»of
termalgrammar.

Regardingthe fermer, my paperargueslar a «non-functional»appreach
te clause [ypes ané verb [ypes, wherenen-funetionalis te be undersbcod(by
[he ebjec[ive reader)as an analysiswhich dees net refer [e syntactk or gram-
matical functions (GFs) (fe. Subjec[. Object ané se en). such as tbe enecern-
monly teunéin descriptiveandpedagegicalgrarnmarsof Pnglish.asEB COr-
rec[Iy peintsútil in sectien 2.1. Insefar as ¡he funetienal grammars(VGs)
quoted in PB makeuseof suchclassificatiens,¡ny claims ceuld indirec[ly af-
fect them,bu[ thereis no cri[icism in ¡ny paperof bew VGs classify clauses
andverbs.cen[rary [e wha[ PB appearstobe suggestingin sectien3.

In a very restrictedsense,EB ¡nay ne[ be entirely wreng wben he says
that 1 effer an incempletepictureof present-éayfunetienalmodeis.However,
te say [bat [bis is baseden «prejudiceste be found in tbe censideratienof
nen-generativemedeisby generativegrarnrnarians»(PB: sec. 2.2) andthat it
servesthe purposeof proviéing a “tailer-madeaéversarywhich one’s ewn
ideascan cenfrentwi[b superierity»(PB: see.2.2) is a misrepresentatienof
[he facts.Sta[emen[s Iike thescweulé be ratbcr teesericuste be lightly dis-
misscdeven if tbey wereweII greunded.but in [his case tbey areclearly in-
tolerablesince, as 1 will sbew, they are unjustified. PB laus te mentien[bat
[he reference[e fuoctienalgrammarsiii AM is purely incidental anéis there
rnerely te clarify (apparently without rnuch success)the use of the term
«(nen)-functional»in the Introduetiente my paper.Gruciallv. ¡ny use of ihe
term «functienal»éiffers frern that of EB’~. In my paper.as statedin the la-
[reduction, funclional is mainly used in relatien te grammaticalfunctions
(GEs) (and ibis is wbat [be analysisceneentratesen). [n BBs paper,fune-
[jenal is mainly used in relatien[e a particularappreachLo thc study of lan-
guage((cegnitive-)functionalgrammars(FGs)).Since1 havealreadysaid that
[he objeciive of ¡ny article was [e argue against an analysis of clausesané
verbswhich makesuse of GFs — ané uníagains[ an analysisof elausesaná
verbsin FGs— 1 finé EB’s observaticas.at best.irrelevaní 2

This basic misunderstanéingis alse apparen[ in section3 ¡u LB. en tbe
issue ef GFs. This sectienis devetedte shewingtbat [he ebjectiensin AM
againstfunetienalexplanationsin relatien te [he [ransitive-intransitive dicho-
[emy ané tbe use of GFs are ne[ vallé. l-lewever, again, be is missing [he
poin[: 1 argueagainst[he useof S(ubject)and O(bject) in [be elassifieationof
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clauses/vcrbsin deseriptiveand pedagegicalgrammars (cg. Grecnbaum&
Quirk 1990). bu[ 1 de milsay any[bing about [he useof Iheseterms in FGs
er in any e[ber thcerc[ical model . Ques[iens Iike whctbertbeoreticalgram-
mars such as those mentienedby EH in sectien3 sbould makeuse of GFs
anéwhc[her GFsare primitive er derivedarebeyendthc seepeof my papen
asclearly peintedeut in tbe Intreductien:

«...my purpeseis no[ ¡.e evaluatedifferent theereticalframeworksacceréingte
[heir usecf GFs, underthe assump¡ion[bat termslike S anéO Laveno clear
pretheoreticalreferenceand that any answerte the ques[iens aboyeis inevita-
bly linkeé te the explana[ery power of thc diflerent theorics,an issuewell be-
yonéthescopeof this papen>(AM: 135)

Incidentally, sincemy own view, frem a Cbomskyanperspcc[ive, is that GEs
are derived [erms, 1 am glad te be infermed [bat functionalists like Dik
(1989)anéNuyts (1992)(mentienedin EH) also supporttha[ idea“.

As fer Ihe pesitientha[ functionalgrammarssbouldfellew thc “dictates»
of formal grammars(see(fi) aboye),1 weulé undcrs[and EH’s reactienin see-
lien 1 ff1 had sajé any[bing whicb ceulé evenremotelybe interpre[ed like
[hat. EH providesno proof[o subs[antia[c [bat tUs is actuallymy position (he
deesnot quoteme ei[ber en (1) or (Ii) aboye).Te say tbat AM’s staneeis not
quiteas ex[rcme» ( PB: see.1) is simply not enougb,since 1 do ne[ expressa
s[ance en this matterat alí, ané[herefore i[ canby no meansbe useé[o justify
what comesafterwarésin bis paper.Simply. my paperwasabeutsemething
cisc.

Perhapscharac[eristicof EB’s reaction[o my paperis tbe fact [bat heeru-
cially misquoteswbenbe altributeste mc tbefellowing position «muebof [he
recenteffert in linguisties has been devotedte deriving lexical propertíes
frem syntact¡eproperties»(AM: 141 in PB: see.2.2, my emphasis).Unless
my own cepyof that volume,the offprin[s, ané[be original arewreng, wbere
PB claims 1 safé «syntactics>,it actually reads«semantie».A closeranémere
ebjectivc stuéy of Ibe tex[ may havepreventeé[bis kind of error,as well as
tbe other miscenceptiens[bat are eviéen[ in EB’s reading.EH may ne[ be
awaretha[ deriving lexical prepertiesfrom semanticproperties(anésyntactie
propertiesfrúm lexical seman[ic properties) is currently a popularuneof re-
searcbamongformal grammarians(including myself), anéenein which for-
mal linguisties hasbenefit[ed from work carneéout in ether(merefunclion-
alist) frameworkst

2. THE ANALYSIS

Section 4 beth in AM andEH centainsthe particularanalysisof unaccu-
sativevcrbspreposed.Thereare two basicmisunderstandingsin EH’s paper,
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if it is te be seenas a response[e mine. concerning(i) [be overail purpese
ané(fi) [he natureof[be analysis.

The purpeseof section4 in AM was te sbow thatadescriptive/peéagogi-
cal grammarincorperatingPcrlrnuttcr’sUnaceusativeHypotbcsis«is able te
m’ake generalizationsand provide explanationswhich would not be made
anéprevidedothcrwise.»(AM: 14(1). Whc[ber [bere are alternativeways of
previding [be samegeneralizatfonsand explanationsor not is something[be
paperdoesnot éiscuss, given its neeessarilylimited scopc.bu[ it can ccrtainly
be parÉof an cngagingané fruitful debateregardingIhe analysisof clauscs/
verbsin differcn[ tbeeretical frarneworksané [he way [bey sbouldinform dc-
scription and peéagogy.Ne[ eventhe slightest referenccis madein AM te
[be ideatba[ cognitive—funetionalgrammarscannetaccount for the facts that
[be UnaccusativeHype[besis is designeéte accountter, since1 bope[bat it is
by new cicar tbat it was net thc purpeseof my paper[e evaluate¡bis hype-
thesisfrem a [beeretical perspcctive.Tberefore EH is wreng when he says:
«My point bere,as was also partly AM’s iii her article, is wbether(cegnitive)-
funetional grammarcan accoun[ ter thesefacts. anéwhether [bey haveac-
ceunteéfor [bern in dffferentways»(EB: sec.4.1, ¡ny emphasis).

As ter [be natureof Ihe analysis.a eritical assumptien e AM is [bat [be
syn[actie prepertiesof unaccusativeverbs follow from their lexical semantic
properties,fellowing ideas in Levin & Rappaport llevav (1995) (L &. R,
hcnceferth)«. Despite[bis, PB insists en ascribfnga “basically syntactic»ap-
preach te beth my analysis ané that in L & R, en whicb mv acceuntis
baseé~. L & R start from the assump[ien (fellewing Pcrlmutter 978) [bat
unaccusa[ivity is both semanticalivdetermineéanésyntacticai/yencoéeé(see
140-1 in AM). Tbere bave been.in fact. two éfstinc[ approacbeste unaceu-
satfvity (cf tbe introductiente L & R’s bock): (i) a syntacticapproacb,wbicb
deniesthat unaccusatfvftyis seman[ically predictable(see cg. Rosen 1984):
ané(fi) asemantieappreacb,wbichdenies[hat unaccusativityis syntactically
encodeé(seecg. Van Valin 1990).Wbflc it is clear tba[ PB aéopts[be lalter
pesition, it is falsetba[ he former appreacbis [he eneadeptedin ¡ny paper
ané cspeciallyin L & R, despite[he fact that [bis is wbat ¡he quotatiensse-
lecteé by PB from my ewn work and, particularly. mm L & R’s seemte
shew«.

An exampleof [bis is is the fellowing quotatiengiven by FR in section
2.4. frem 1. & R (2-3):

“Ibe Unaccusativel-ivpothes¡s(...) fs a syntactichy17ethcsfstbat clairnsthai hcrc
are two classesel~ i n¡ransitiyc ve4,s. the u,¿acu¡suhvúvcrbs ané Ihe ¡ttwrgaiit’c
verbseacbassociatcdwftb a éffferentunderlyfngsyntactfccenliguiatfen»

Tbesewordsbelongte section 1. 1 fn ibe Intreductiente L & R’s bock when
thcy f¡t-st present[he Unaccusative1 lypothesis.Wherc EH haschesentÉ) OUlf[
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information by using(...), L & R say «as first formuiatedby Perimutter(1978)
within thc framework of RelationalGrammaranélater aéep[eé by Hurzio
(1986) within tbe Governmcnt-Hinéing(GB) framewerk(Chomsky 1981)».
But Ibis pesitien is by no meansrepresentativeof the eneaéop[ed by L & R
threugheuttbeir book (seenote 8). The following quetationreflects mucb
merefaitbfully theseauthors’approacb:

«The goal of ¡his boek is te provfde suppert ter Perlmutter’shypo[hesis that
unaccusativity is syntactically representeébut semantfcafly éetermfned.Te
achfcve [bis geal, we provide evidencebcaring en beth parts of thfs hypo-
tesis.»( L & R: 30)

In fact, L & R concentratemost of their efforts en previéfng lexical se-
man[ic represen[atfonsof unaccusativeverbs and as sucb their analysis is
more semantietban syntactic. One of tbe cri[icisms [bat can be leveleé
againsttbcir acceuntof unaccusativityis that [bey de notestablisba directre-
latien betwecnlexi cal representationsandsyntactics[ruetures, beyenéra[her
primitive Iinking rules cencerningdic syn[ac[ic position of semantieargu-
ments(see cbapter4) ». This — ané[be fact [bat they do netacceuntfor cer-
tain morpbelogical ané syn[ac[ic featuresof unaccusativityin languagesin
wbich ¡besearesbownevertly (auxiliary seleetien, participíeagrecmcnt,par-
ti tive cli tics,anésoen in e.g. Italfan anéDuteb)— mdicatestbat they de not
fully acbieve[be goal of sbowingthat unaecusativityis syntacticallyeneeded,
tbeugbtheyex[ensively provetbat it is semanticallydetermineé1»•

As br my own approaeb,1 am essentiallyfellewing[bat of L & R, tbougb
[be purposeof section4 is simply te sbow bow «unaccusatfvityis syntacti-
cally encodeé»(AM: 141) and,bence,1 de net go inte [be seman[ics of [bese
verbs, olber than inciéentally. Tbus, EH’s cbaractcrizationof my (and L &
R’s) pesitien in [bis mattcr in seetion 4.4.2. is incemplete,ané therefere
questionable.Statemcntslike «tbey [unaccusative verbs]ferm asyntacticclass
of verbs irrespectiveof their semantics»(EB 2.4.2.)arenot representativeof
[hese autbors’ (ané my own) work, evenwhen folleweé in parentbesisby
»(not quite so, bowever,as «semantfcsalseplays a role»)», sincetbey under-
mine [he role played by the lexical seman[ics of tbe vcrbs invelveé.The scc-
tion en resultativesfurtber illustrates that EB is offering an incempletepic-
tureof the accountin AM fellewingL & R ½

EH ebjectste a syn[ac[ic analysisof resultativepbrasesandargues[bat a
seniantieanalysisof thesecenstructionsrenéersreferencete the syntax un-
nccessary.He éownplays[be role attributed te semanticcensiéerationsin
AM: no mentien is made of [be fact [bat resultativepbrasesderive accem-
plishmen[s frem activities, or of [he thematierole of “[beme» in s[ruc[ures
with resultative pbrascs(AM: 144) 2~ Tbis may be seenas more serfeus
wbenapplieéte bis accountof L & R’s views entbe mattcr. Theughit is true
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that the Direcí ObjeuResnichenis a svntacticrcstriction in L & R (asqucted
by EB in seetien4.4.1), it is alsetrue that L & 1< crucially derive[bis rcstric-
[ion from semanticcensiéeratiens(see section 2.2.2 »Fxplaining ¡be Dircct
Objec¡ Restrictien».aíié especiallysection2.3 «SemanticRestrictionsen [be
ResultativeConstruction»in L & R’s bock). What 1, & R arguein chapter2
(as tbroughouttbe boek) is [bat a purcly .semanlwapproacbcannetaccount
for ¡be facts [bey discuss,bu[ akfng tbis le meanthai a purely syntacticac-
count doesactuallyexplain tbe factsis a lundamenlalrnisunéerstanéingof 1.
& R’s wheleapproacbte [be matter(seeaboye).

As lcr PB’s OWfl accountin temis of functional anécegnitive gramniar.
this may notbe [be mostappropriatccontexíte discussit, especiallysince[he
autborhimself aérnits[hat it is net a fulí analysisbut «a generalbackgreuné
en whicb an alternativeexplanationof tbe facts can be buiIt.» (PB: sec.4.2).
Evense. 1 finé [be autber’sexposi[ion ratber obscure.Statementslike <resul-
tatives are uI[imately a specialcasecf eausativity»necé te be furtber clan
ficé ‘1 Referencete [cris sucb as volition. centreller,agentivily are agrie
ami Ibe analysisoílers more e1uestionstban solutices(Wby doestbe sub1eet
of an unergativey like work ané laugh rcqnire its agentivity [o be heigbt
ened»by mcansof a reflexive?Wby can’[ agentiveVs Ii ke hulid, comí; ¡u t k¡l/
des/rey, hring, íake...etc.baveresultativepbrases?Why is /1w e/eJ m Md //u
hab>’ awakc pessible?)Fi nally, Goldberg’s (1 995) accetínl of i esult itix e
pbraseswitb unergatives(if 1 baveeerrectlyundersíooéit frern ¡be sumrnarv
of this linguist’s ideasoffered in EB\ paper) doesecl adé mucb [o tbc el is—
cLISsiOfl in 1. & R, wbo als(> argue ¡bat i e unergative—baseéresultativecon—
structicnsthe «adécé»NP (not necessarilva eflexive) is vot an argumentof
¡beverb (seealso Carrier& Randalí 1992):

«Wc wil], ¡hen, inake ¡he crucial assLi m p¡ioi~ Ihar tbe argurnenhsof a ved, are
expressedi ete samewav i e ¡he res~tIItative > >1] stniel 011 as tbev arewbee ¡ he
verbappearsi n isolation. Ab ¡bat te It rrnat oe of a ¡‘sultat i ve eoestmcli en in—
volves i s ¡be adéti en el a teseltat i ve X P (ancl someli mes ubjeetfon ¡bat
XP).» (1. & R: 47)

Regaréingthe feur censtraintsrequiredfon resultative pbrases,[bey can be
more accura[ely ebaracterizeé1w 1. & R’s representationof [be lexical
mcaningel unaecusativeverbsor by Pustejovsky’s(199 ¡ . 1 995) tbcerv el
even[ composition (also mentioneéi e L. & R) ‘•‘, ané wh cl, bave¡be furtber
advantagecf explainingwby rcsultativepbiascsci sorneson rnay appearwitb
unaccusativeverbs(wh ile GoldberrVs coestraicts i n PB seemte applv cnly te
transitiveverbs)

The conclusienreachedby PB that ¡bediagnostícster unaccusativityare
a speeialcaseof a seíaetic—syetaxconfigurationis perfectlv i e accordance
wítb ¡he ideaspío forwaré by 1 & R ned adopted in rny paperin a ver~ scbe—
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ma[ic way. Bu[ Ibis does ne[ imply denying the existenceof unaccusative
verbsasaparticularclassof vcrbs.Tbefactscanbe perfec[ly explaineéby as-
sumíeg[bat unaccusativevcrbs belengte éifferent semanticclassescbarac-
terizeé¡e termsof predicatecompesition(i.c. asscciateéwitb éifferent Lexi-
cal-Conceptual Structures), which bave Ibe same syntactic s[ructure:
projecting an internal argumen[, but no external arguíent. The alternative
unéermicesthe role playedby vcrbsfe ¡hesyntaxand seían[ics of censlruc-
tions like tboseéfscusseéby 1. & R, and. ie particular, tbe resultativecon-
struction. [bereby iakieg [be connectienbetweenthesestructuresanétheir
seniantiesrclatively mysterious.

3. CONCLUDING REMARKS: ON TI-LE AUTONOMOUS
SYNTAX THESIS

1 waette cnd this reply te EB’s paperby clarifying [be rneaningof [he ay-
tenomeussyntax¡besisin cnrrentformal approachcs[e language,ané¡a par-
ticular in Cbomskyanlinguistics,a [besis whcsccontentbasoftenbeenmisin-
terpreteé. Autonomeus syntax dees eet mean a syntax wbich is totaily
unconnectedte etbercemponentsof tbe languagefaculty or otber subsys-
temsof tbe miné/brale. Tbus, [he fact [bat aspectsof lexical mcaning in-
fluencesyntacíicstructures(eveein standardGB theery.wbercDeepStruc-
ture is a representatienof argumentstructurc)cannotin itself be unécrs[eoé
as a denial of [be autenemeussyntax[besis: syetaxis asautenomeusas ever
in that tberearesyn[actic principiesanéoperationswhicb cannotbe deriveé
from otber (semantic¡ pbonelegical)principies. These principies explain
amengotber things,te mentionun exanipiewhicb is relevnnt¡o unaceusative
verbs,wby in Spaeisbwe cansay tbings like seabrid la puerta witb a postver-
bal suhject,but in English *opene<l [hedoctis uegrammatical(tbe expianation
beingbaseéen Caseassignmentin GB ané[be ehcckingof strong [- lnterprc-
tablej featuresfe tbe Ninimalist Program).

Explanationsfe Cbomsky’s (1995) Mininialist Program emergeat the
syntax-pbonologyanésyntax-seianticsinterfaces.aíié computatienis driven
by formal featurescentainedin tbe lexicon, bu[ insefar as thereare purely
syntactic principies ané operations,[be autonorneussyntax [hesis is eo[
undermiecé ». A different position, witbin [be samc rcsearchprogram, is
adopteé by Bakcr (1995), who points out tbat the mini íalist cenceptien
coimíd blur [be éistinction betweenferial anéfunc[ienal approacheswhicb
fecus en ¡be connectiensbe[ween syntax, cognition, lexical semanticsané
disceursepragmaticsit tbe reiationsbetweenlexical structuresanéL(cgical)
F(orrn) becamecntirely natural. i.e. isemorpbie.Tbe stuéy cf unaccusatives
and etheraspectsof ver!> meaningindee’d has«implicationsfor dic relaten-
sbip of languagete tbougbtanébeycnd»(Haker 1995:43). Ah of this is remi-
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niscentof [he debateconcerninggenerativesemanticsin [be 60s ané 70s,
bu[, fortunately, íany of us are dealing with [bese issuesfrem more epen,
more flexible, anémerecnricbing posi[iens Iban [bat currcntly adeptedby
PB. His appreach,sadly, can only serve[e wiéentbe rift by insistingen a[-
tacbing oid labeis te formal (generative) Iinguists ané adopting atti[udes
whicb, for íany of us, do net belcngte linguis[ics in [be 90s.

NOTES

In Ihis sense,claim (e) i o LBs seclion 1 “(e) it is e»nvcnieel br funetional, descriplive

modelsof gransmartu i níroduce Ibose typesof verbsos sutísliluiesbr their analysesof clauses»
refíccís a misundersrandingof ny paper.My argueleníis sIal ihe dislinclion belween ihe 1w»
typesof i níransitivevertís (unaecusativeaocI u nergative)is useful for ant descripíve aud pedo—
gogicol grammarof Engíish, whclbert he orienlalion of Ihesegroni mars ix formal or fuoctional.
1 o tael, Ihe discussionceníresoíí ihe approachtú elause-rypesaocI verb—Iypcs o Cirecnbauni &
0W rk <1990)osan exampleof a “fuoctional elossificalionuf elauses(seeAM: 1 36—137). Ihis
(descriplive)grainmarcan.by e»means.beconsidered“fu nelional if Ihis terel ix usedlo char—
acterizea particularapproachlo Ihe studv of language(Le. dic way LB usesíh ix re res. bur nol
Ihe way il is usedin AM, aswill be shownbclowt SeeCi rceehaum(1988)co Ibis ma¡ter.

2 lo aeadereicconlexís.stalcmeolsIi ke lhcsc líe 1 solamouello accusotinosof dislíoneslv.
¡ o tael. suchaccusalionsagainsíformal Ii oguisísOÍú 001 abseníjo LB’s paper(see h 5 tiñes 2
aod 6). Rcgarding Ihe claini Ihol Perimulter hx porlíesíshas beco anoexedwithoul ocknowle—
dgcoícni in Chomsky(1981) and BuíA» (1986) Ruino (1986: xiii) savsA musílhank David
PerImutíerbr 11w singleolosí im porlaní dc» o 1 h ix book, t heone thaI he olerlermed Ihe “Un—
accusoliveHypolhesis‘Y (seeaIx» Chuoískx 1981 )52 iii 35). Perlníuiiers work un Ihe [Anac-
cusaliveHypothexix ix dutilully ackouwled

1cd o pcrhops Ihe 1w» mosí1 ofíucotiol book—leogllí
studiesof Ihe GB decadeconcerningIhe svntoctíc rcpí escotationof vertí orguníenís:M aranhz
(1984) ood Baker (1988). II hasto be saidíh st xThs1 e prexeoi-doyAmericanIi oguisties ix often
cavalierwhcn it comestú givi ngcredit for ideos.regrehlablvIbis deSee> 5 001 exclusiveof gefler—
olive Ii Oguisties.

Thc fact ihar Ihese issucsare addressedu odersed ion 2 Tbc fu netional elassificaíloo of
clausesandVs” cannolj uxí ify E.Bsclaimx. since “fu ocí onal»here ix xi mpiy lo be u nderstoodos
00 approachha•scd oo graromatical fund 005, os eLcarlv specified i n Ihe 1 níroduction of mv
paperaiid repeated1 hroughoulIhis reply.

Similarlv. 1 fiod Ihe conteol .>f section3 un how cognitivegroni marx claxxiíy vertís¿ix bolh
nterexring and col ighleniog, though jo 0> way a respOnseIt> rny Ow0. xi nee nowhere o Ihe

paperdo 1 xuggcxtthaI FGx lake functionsos primilites.
Thc 1 jícratureon í his is vasíbuí, tú mention eneof Ihe mosí receníand significaníworks

quoledextensively iii boíl> LB and my owo p~’w’ see 1 evin & RoppoporiHovov (1995)ond
reicrencesciled Ihere.

Aetually. 1 uxed o my paperan carljer (manusenpi) version of L & Rs book (Levi o &
Rappaport1992),sineeal Ihe ti me 1 wrolc it. L & Rs book badyet tú be publisísed.

¡ IhereforebuShagreewilh FR thai elaxxifyi ng verbsi o temisof xyotactic propertieseloy
icad lo “a ralber aooinaLouspícceof circular rcaxoning»(EH: 41). Tbk is preeisclyOit poiní
ahoraIhe defioitioo of Iranxitive/i otraos ti ve vcrb/ciauseso dexeripi ve gramrnarx1 ike Circeo—
baum& Oui rk (199<>).

StandardGB aoatysisLave conceotratedpurely tío xyotaeueaod morphoiogiealfactorx
1 ike Iboxe meotioned aboye(seeBurzicí 1 986). aod i o thai seoxeL & R canneShe token tú be
represcotaliveof (iB approaehes,conlrary1<.> whot E13 secioslo be Suggesting.
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For instaece,wbiíe mucb of <he discussiooix devúredlo characlcrizingthe differencebe-
twecn externaSand inlernal causarien.Ibere ix no atrempíatreprexentingthe differencein syn-
tachetcrtns.

As un exampleof an aealyxix wbieb gr>es from Icxical-xeníaoíicstú syotaxand morpho-
Iegy, seeZaeneo(1993)oc ííoaccuxativityin Dutch.

1am noÉdixeussioghereseclion4.3. en risc diseouíscooalyxisof íhcreconstruetionucd
lúcative inversion.lo my opinion, discourxe-basedapproaehexIike tbat adoptedby L & R fail
tú dixtioguisb whaí Milsark (1974)calls inside» verbaisfrooi wbathe calis“outxide»verbaísin
eonsíríícíionxwitb diereaoci locarive inveixion. Distinguisbingbo¡h rypex xeemsto me crucial
rís explain wbat Ir>calive ioversiúncooslruetioosarediagnostiesfor unaccuxativityand whatare
001 (seealso Bresoan 1994).Theseisxuexarenol addrcssedjo ely papel,thoughio Ihe conclu-
sion referenceix modete Ibe «preseotativefuoclion of diere and it ix pointedcuí that “Ihere
are aspecis<ib diere i oxertion whieb are clúxely relatedlo dixcourxemarreis (AM: 147): it ix
aix’.> suggexledthaIkrnio/aodJúoctiona/appioaebexare nol incompatiblewheeconibinedmro
descriptiveor pedagogicalgrammarsof Eíiglixh.

12 Also igooring <he faer ¡batassaidaboye,dic whole seerionix devotedlo eharactcrizing
howuooccusori’iry ix xyoracíicalíyencoded aod 001 tú offer a fulí descriplion ob <be seinantie
(ucd x~ nial e) pt opertiesof unaccuxativeswi<b resullativephíaxes.

lo Ibis seose 1 cannolseewbat LBs Samoanexample o (23) ix meanílo illustrate.LBs
inteipíci ilion ol Ihe SamoanconsrrucI.ioii does ííot coincide sviib Ihe transíationúffered, i e
whicb /aa lel uís clearIy traesiatedox a níantíeradvertí aod 001 as a resuirativeplirase. Buí Ibis
conídsií-opís bu duc tú rnyowo taek of uodcrstandingof thefacís.

‘ SeeO vis (te presx)for an adaprationof Pustejúvsky’sideustú Ihe anaiyxixof unaecu-
saliveprudiesíes o SaIixband,from a dilferení peispeetive.Hale & Keyser(¡993: o presx).

Surpíisingly, no refereneeix made of Van Vahos (1990) papel. wbicb cxplicitly ud-
dre,xscstIícseixsues o a framework akio tú <bat defendedby LB (seeEBs secrion 2.2 wberc
Van Vahos RuIe-aod-ReferenceGrammaíix mcniiooedamríogfuocrienal/cogoitivemodeis).

As Mataotz (1995: 381) pointx our regardiogIhe Mini mal st Progran>“xyntax.xraodx
beluveeni nierfacesaod ix neirbera phoooIogical nor a seoíasitíccomponeor.AocI. os oIways,
syotaxhadesin reprexeetotions<batare oeitberphoooIogieolnorsemuotie.
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