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ABSTRACT

Espousingthe FunctionalGraminarmodel (Dik 1989, 1997), this paperdeals
with the underlyingrepresentationof Englishdummyconstructionsin termsof the
insertion of te term operatorDUM and the predicationaloperatorDUM; and the
assignmentof thesyntaeticfunctionssubjectandobjectaud thepragmaticfunetion
New Topic. It is arguedtbat this proposalunifies te treatmentof dummy subject
anddummy objeetconstructionsandis compatiblewitb thesyntacticpropalesof
títereand it.

1. PERSPECTIVALAND POSITIONALSYNTACTIC NOTIONS

One of the cornerstonesof Ihe íheory of Functional Grammar
(benceforthFG) as devisedby Dik (1979, 1989) 18 the definition of the
syntactic functions subjectandobject in terms of perspectiveor vantage
point. According Lo this definition, the participantMw-y receivesprimary
vantagepoint in the linguistic expression(1 .a), whereasJohn receives
secondaryvantagepoint. Consequently,Mw-y is assignedsubjectand John
bears object. In (1 .b) the event 18 presentedfrom ihe perspectiveof tite
participantJohn,whieh is assignedthe syntaeticfuncijon subject:

(1) a. Mary kissedJohn
b. Johnwaskissedby Mary
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On ihe one hand, ihe semantically-orienteddefinition of subjectand
objeet that examples(l.a) and (l.b) illustrate hasprovedparticularly useful
in the interlinguistic dimension and is consistentwith the monostratal
eharacterof ihe theory andwith the semantieorientationof ihe structineof
the clause.On the other hand,ihis definition of subjectandobjecthas been
criticised by scholarssuch as Connolly (1991), who supportsa more
syntactically-orientedapproachto syntacticfunctions. As 1 seeit, this is a
meihodologicalquestionconcerningwhich dimension-the interlinguistic or
the intralinguistie- is given priority: if typological adequacy is the main
concern,“semantically empty, underlying universal grammaticalrelations
(...) do not exist” (Foley 1993: 146). Indeed, the inventory of syntactic
functionsproposedby Connolly (1991) is of little interlinguistierelevance,
given thai the existenceof functions like indirect object is challengedby
cross-linguisticdata. However, it theintralinguistiedimensiontakespriority
overthe interlinguisticone,it doesnot seemoutof placeto questioncertain
solutionsthai probably follow from the semantiedefinition of grammatical
functions.This is ihe case with the analysisof Iinguistic expressionsIike
(2.a)-(2.d),which Dik (1997: 132) baseson a distinction betweensyntactic
functionsandsyntacticpositions:

(2) a. That sheis drinking again is very distressing
b. It is very distressingthat sheis drinking again
e. 1 find that sheis drinking againverydistressing
d. 1 frnd it very distressingthat sheis dr¡nk¡ngagain

The consíituentíhat is assignedthe syníactic funetion subject in the
linguistie expression(2.a) is placedin ihe structuralposition typically
associatedwith the subject,ihe preverbalone.Similarly, the objectof (2.c)
appearsin its canonicalposition, thai is, after ihe verb. In the linguistie
expression(2.b) ifie structuralsubjectposition is occupiedby the dummy
elementit andte subjeetproperis placed in clause-finalposition. In (2.d)
the samesituationholdswith respectto ihe objecí: the structuralposition is
takenup by it andthe objectproperis linearizedin clause-finalposition. As
tJik (1997: 127) remarks,when LIPOC (language-independentpreferred
order of constituents)displacesa constituentout of its canonical position,
the dummyelementis insertedinto thatposition. Even thoughDik defines
in terms of position the dummy elementonly, this analysis is not
substantiallydifferent from the one advancedin more syntactically-driven
approacheslike Connolly’s: Connolly (1991: 68) subcategorizessyntactic
functions into anticipatorysubjeetand objectand subjectandobjectproper,
dependingon the position that they occupyin thelinear orderof the clause.

In my opinion, the analysis of dummiesas expressionphenomena
imposesthe distinction drawn by Dik (1997: 132) betweenpezforming a
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syntacticfunetion and occupyingthe position of a syntacticfunction: the
elementthatperforms a syntactic fuaction is representedin the underlying
predication,whereasthe onethat occupiesa syntacticposition is insertedby
the expressioncomponentinto the subjector object slot of the funetional
patternwhicb is responsible,along with the relevantexpressionrules, for
the orderingof the constituentsof the clause.If this fine of argurnentis
correct, the insertion of durnmy elementsinto the subjector object slot
representsa compromisesolution betweendepriving them of their coding
and control properties(inflection, position, inversion. tag questionand
raising of the subject; and inflection and position of the object) and
assigningthem fulí semanticvalue. Although the cost of representing
dumrny elementsin the underlying structureof the clausemay be that the
perspectivizingfunction of subjectand object is at stake(Kucanda 1990:
73), a solutionmay be soughtbetterIbantheonethaI involvesthe existence
of syntacticpositions and syntactic functions, given that it doesnol
contributeto a unifled definition of subjectand objecí; neitberdoesit seem
compatiblewith the semanticdefinition of subjectandobject.

In the following sections,1 concentrateon the formal and functional
motivation of dumrnies(section 2) and adopt a theoreticalposition with
respeelto the function of theseelements(section3). In section 4 1 put
forward thaI dunmÉesare satisfaetorilyaccountedbr in Ihe grarnmarby
meansof the introductionof the operatorduni,/DUM and the trigger and
linearizationrulesassociatedwith it (section5). In conclusion,1 summarise
Ihe contrihutionsof Ibis paperin section6.

2. FORMAL AND FLINCTIONAL MOTIVATION OFDUMMIES

Dummies,also called sernanticaliy emptyconstituentsin traditional
grammar,constitutea relatively widespreadphenomenonacrosslanguages.
1 offer below examplesof Ihe phenoínenonalludedlo from threeGermanie
languages:Danish,Dutch andGerman

(3) a. Danish(Koefoed1991:52)
Der var storegr0nneskovvenindtorn markerne
“There werelargegreenwoodsround tbefields”

b. Dutch (Dik 1980: 109)
Fr is eenhond in detuin
“Thereis a dog in the garden”

c. German
Es gibí heutenichís ni essen
“There is notbingto eaítoday”
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Thebold-printedsegmenísin example(3) help delimil the scopeof the
discussion.In Ihe remainderof this paper1 coneenírateon Ihe FG treatment
of [he elementsir boid type ir [he foJiowing Jirguisheexpressions2:

(4) a. Thereis acat in [he garden
b. It is surprisingtha[ he hasdivorced
c. 1 find it surprisingthaI he hasdivorced

In otherwords, 1 takestock of wha[ traditioral graifimar, as síated,for
instance,by Quirk et al. (1991),hastermedexistentialthere and introductory
it. In [lis work, it is claimedthat theseelernentsshareformal characteristies
ami fuactiona] motivationami, [berefore, mus[ be deal[ with by the grammar
in a unified way. My intuition as regardsdurnmiesis that they constitute
non-prototypicalrealizations of [he graminatical functions subject and
object ~. Even at an intuitive level it is clear thaI [he subjectof (5.a) and
(5.b) andihe objectof (Sc)consistof [wo non-adjacen[parIs:

(5) a. There aremoreproblemstitan expeeted
b. It is very distressingthat siteis drinking again
c. 1 find it very distressingthatsite is drinking again

The constructionof exisíential there plus a postposednominalphrase
and [he constructionof anticipatory it plus an extraposedclausehavein
common ihe formal property of eontaining more [han ore non-oblique
nominal: two nominaisoccur in [be caseof (5.a) and (5.b), while [bree
nominaisappearin (5.c); theseconstructionsalso share[he characteristieof
allowing for otber elernen[s of síructureto be linearizedwi[hin them, [bus
occurring ir non-adjacentpositions.Describing Ihesecons[ruc[ions as a
case of syntactic disconíinuity has far-reaching implications for Ihe
assignrnentof syntacíieand pragmatiefunctions thaI gives rise to [bese
linguistic expressions.In olber words, whaí 1 argue for ir this paperis the
unity of form ami fnnction of [he preposeddurnmy ard [he pos[posed
nominal and, consequently,the unified grammaticaltreatmentof these
phenomena.

A word of cautionis necessaryat [bis point of [he discussion.The[erms
discontinuvusanddiscontinuitymighí suggestthat [he two subconstituents
canbebroughttogether[o form oneconstituent,ashappensin (6.b):

(6) a. me situationwasveryhardto copewith
b. It wasvery hardto copewith thesituation

Morphosyntacticdiscontinui[y, however,does not alwaysmeet Ihe
condition of recoverability, the latíer being definedas [be ability of ron-
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adjacentsubconsti[uents[o appearas con[inuous constituen[s of linguistic
expressionswithouí modification. My point is [hat Ibe term detachmentis
preferablewben [he condition of recoverabihíyis satisfied.Detachmenlis
[be resul[ of displacemer[pheromena(Dik 1989: 343) like the extraposition
of [he phrasalpostmodifier,[he clausalpostmodifier,the ernphaíicpronoun
andthe secondterm of comparison,which the following examplesillustrate,
respectively~:

(8) a. Everybodyleft exceptthetire brigade
b. The newsarrivedtbat tite presklenthadbeenassassinated
c. You do it yourself!
d. Moreproblemshavearisenthanwe expeeted

Ano[ber reasonfor dis[inguishing disconíinuityfrom deíachmenícanbe
found in [be domain of morphology. Morphological evidenceis of more
direc[ applieability in FO [han ir other approaches,given thaI FG doesnol
posil a síricí distinetion betweenmorphology and syntax.1w Dik’s (1989:
299) words, “gramrna[ical theory would lose in generalizingpower and ir
typological adequaeyif word-intemaistructurewere treatedas categorially
different from word-ex[emal s[ructure, andif an aB too water-[igh[ division
were madebetweenrnorphologyand syn[ax”. Even [hough discontinuous
morphologyis Iess obvious in English Iban in o[her languages,sueh as
Hebrew or Arabie, verbal predicatesIike (9.a) resist [he recoverability of
coníinuity:

(9) a. Shecan’t bavefailed
b. *can’[haveed
c. Drive esearefullyesyour sister
d. *as as your sister

Indeed,[he segmen[s in bold [ype in (9.a) show formal and functional
uni[y but Ihey do notconstitute,as (9.b) iflustrates,a ready-for-uselinguisíic
expression,[hus representingan instanceof discon[inuiíy proper.Adverbial
res[rictors, like [he one given in bold [ype in (9.c), do not satisfy [he
condilion of recoverabili[y, either. If [he argumentis correct, thaI is, if
discontinuity and detachmentare different phenomena.it follows that [he
rela[ionship betweenpairssuchas (6.a)-(6.b)shouldnotbe accountedfor by
the grarnrnarvia syn[ac[ic (dis)continuity,as Ihe recoverabilityrequiremen[
seems[o impose, but by meansof expressionrules that guarantee[he
presenceof alí the morphosyntacticfeaturesassociatedwi[h [he linguis[ic
expressions(6.a)and(6.b) ~.

The phenomenaunderscrutiny falí into the categoryof discontinui[y
ratber[han detaehment,since[he conditionof recoverabilityis not satisfied:
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(10) a. *Therea att is in [he garden
b. *fl that hehasdivorcedis surprising
c. *1 find it tbat he hasdivoreedsurprising

Although 1 shall not go mío [he details. it is worth mentioning thaI
recoverabilitywaspossibleiii expressionslike (10.b) in Early ModernEnglish.
That is to say, te following instancesof subjectduplication wereaccep~able
linguistic expressionsin EarlyModemEnglish(Barber1976: 284):

(II) a. To concealsucheatt entrepriesin a seruiengeman it is deathe
b. To recouerhimselfeit wilbe vedeharde
c. Tbat 1 hanetoneawaythis oid mansDaughter,it is mosí [rue

Example (lic) provides evidencein favour of DikN (1997: 129)
staíement[hal Ihe origin of dummy constructionscan be found in Ihe
grammaticalizaíionof TaU construcíionstike (12.a), in Ihe case of Ihe
durnmy subjectconstruction.and(12.b), in [he dummyobjectconstruction:

(12) a. It surprisedme,tbat he carne
b. Pleasedon’t mentionit Co my moChes(bat Wc boye lasí

Example(11 .c) also suggests[bat the grammaticaliza[ion of Theme
should be considered,al leasíin [he caseof English, along wiíh Ihe one of
Tail. Examples(11 .a)and (11 .b) do nol containextraclausalconstituen[s bu[
subjectduplicationby meansof íwo clause-internalconsti[uents.

Exisíentialandextraposedconstructionsalso sharefunctionalproperties.
In semaníic[erms, their firs[ pan is a seman[ically devianípronoun.Also of
semanticimport is [he fact Char Cheseconstructionscali for Che Copula
SupportRule, which was first proposedwithin [he FC framework by Dik
(1980: 95).

From Ihe pragmatic perspective, we see a displacemeníof [he
communicativevalueof theselinguisíic expressionstowards[he end of te
utterance.Por this reason,passivizationis nol possible,asis exemplifiedby ([3):

(13) a. Johnfinds it distressingtbatsheis drinking again
b. ?Thatsite Is drink¡ng againis found distressingby John

LIPOC predictsIhat nominal elementsare more likely lo occur in initial
posilion[han clausalelements(Dik 1989: 35 1). In pragmaticIenns,Siewierska
(1991: 171) nolices thaI “[he formal motivalion for recognizing a special
pragmaticfunclion New Topic (...) is te atypical posíverballocation of [he
introduceddiscourserefcrent and its distinel behaviouralcharac[eristics”. As
regardsexistential constructions,Dik (1989: 268) dissocia[es te pragmatie
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function NewTopie (given in bold priní in (14)) from exple[ive there, which
doesnotenter[he strucíureof (14.a)and(14.b):

(14) a. 1amgoiní to telí you astory abouten elepbantcalledJumbo
b. In Ihecircus we sawenelephantcalledJumbo
c. Long ago[here wasenelephantcalledjumbo
d. Suddenly,[itere appearedabugeelepbant

Extraposedconslructionslike the ones under (15) also seemto be
associatedwith New Topic. In Ihe remainderof Ihis article 1 lake Ihe
unmarkedpragmaticfunetionassignmen[in theseinstancesto beasfollows:

(15) a. I[ is [distressing]Focus [Ihal sheis drinkingagain]NewTopie
b. 1 fiud it [distressing]Foeus [ha[ sheis drinking again]NewTopie

Tite assignmentillustrated in (15) has beeninspired by Diks (1989:
269) síatemeníthat “New Topics havea s[rong preferencefor [aking a
relativelate position in [he clause”.Never[heless.Given Topic is assignedin
cleft cons[ructions, in which dummy it also appears(Dik 1997:307):

(16) It is [John]Focus [who is at thedoor]GivenTopic

The lesson[hal one can learn from examples(14), (15) and (16) is
[wofold: on the one hand,ihe assignmenlof the samepragmalicfunction
represenísadditional evidencefor a unified trea[ment of dummy there and
dummy it constructions;on [he other hand,[he dissociationof New Topic
from dummy cons[ructions suggeststha[ it seemsproblemalic to rely on
pragma[ic function assignmentonly. The solution thaI 1 proposeis that the
semanticallyemptyconsti[uents thereand it are [he resulíof [he inser[ion of
certainoperatorsinto [he underlyingpredication.

Theore[ically, formalandfunctionalconsiderationsconvergeal the same
point: we aredealingwith similar phenomena.At the methodologicallevel,
this slatementimplies [hat [hese phenomenashouldbe parsedandgenerated
by [he grammarby meansof similar procedures.Indeed,i[ is abasictenetof
any grammar which wishes lo altain descriptive adequacythaI [he
isomorphismwithin and amonggrammardomainsshouldreflect Ihe iconic
rela[ionships that hold betweencertainareasof [he linguislie codeand sorne
aspec[s of ex[ra-linguistic reali[y.

1 have already advancedthe hypothesisthat Ihe existential andIhe
pos[posed constructionsrepresentnon-prototypicalmanifestationsof the
subjectand[he object.In sayingthaI [hese constructionsare non-protolypical
subjectsandobjec[s 1 focus on te facttitat tite linguistic phenomenasubjecí
andobjec[ aremaximizedfor communicativepurposes(Goldberg 1995: 67):
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in order[o satisfy specialcommunicaliveneeds,subjec[ andobjecl are coded
in a specialway. Thismay besaid to betite functionalmo[ivation of [he diere
constructionandte it construclion.As for Iheir formal molivalion, 1 derive
my inspiralion from Lakoff (1987: 463) who, in a sludy of tite there
construc[ion, has poinled ou[ lha[ construc[ions are mo[iva[ed to [he exíen[
lha[ lhey inherit [heir structurefrorn o[her cons[ruc[ions of [he language.In
Ihe casesunder scruíiny, the there construction mus[ have inheriled i[s
sfructurefrom intransitives[hat showasernanticallyfulí nominalsubjec[; and
Ihe it constructionmus[ have derived its pat[ern from iníransitiveswilit a
semanlicallyfulí nominal subjeclor from [ransi[ives wi[h a seman[ically fu!!
objecl6:

(17) a. While elephantsexist>There are whiíe elephanís
b. Thefací is slrange>It is strangethaI this facteverhappened
c. 1 regardIhis fac[ as strange> 1 find it sírange[hal [his fac[ ever

happened

Inheri[ance in dummy constructionsis basedon tite assignmenlof a
differen[ pragmatiefunction, on lite one itand, and on [he inserlion of an
operalor thaI accounísfor the presenceof Ihe dumrny elemen[ in [he
linguisíic expression,on Che o[her. O[her formal aspectsinvolved are
linearization re1a~veto [he verb and specialprominence.In sum, tite
construclions,and not only [he lexical items associatedwi[h [item, carry
meaning(Goldberg 1995: ‘7)7.

3. ON THE FUNCTION OF DUMMIES

In Ihe previous section1 itave proposed[hal there aré it conslrucíions
show formal and functionaluni[y andmusí, therefore,be dealí wiíh by [he
grarnrnarin a unified way. In whal follows, 1 tacklca much debatedproblem:
itow can one accountfor [he func[ion of dummies?Firs[ 1 summarise[he
main posilions [ha[ havebeeniteld as regardste funcílon of tite dummies
andthenproceedlo comparerny proposalwi[it the soluíions1 quole.

The transformationalanalysisof there is basedon tite assumpíiontal
tite pos[posed noun phraseis lite subjectof the sourcesenlence.Milsark
(1976: 90), for instance,claims Ihal [he [ransformalion calted There-
insertion moves [he subjectof lite sourcesen[ence [o post-verbalposition
andin[roduces diere into the subjeclslo[.

Quirk e[ al. (1991: 956) have[alcena similar une in describing thereas
tite grammaticalsubjecí (becauseit exhibils subjectproperlies) and [he
indefinite noun pitraseas lite notionalsubjecl.Their anaLysisof postposing
is more revealing in [he senseIhal [hey calI it [he an[ícipatory subjectand
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tite clausetite postposedsubject.In other words, they opí for [he double
subjectanalysis.

Huddleston(1984: 66) remarksthaI it and there mus[ be tite subjects
sincethey assumemany of the prololypical characteristicsof [he subjecl.

Dik (1980:108)assignsIhe subjectfunction lo the indefinitenominalof
exis[eníials and describeslite dummyas an adverbial satellite. In a more
refined analysis,Oik (1989: 362) rejecís Haiman’s (1974) theory of
dummiesas mereplace-holdersand argues[hat dunnijesare supportersof
newlopics, which do notusuallyappearin clause-inilialposition.

I-Ianriay (1985: 14) follows Che sameune: he arguesChaC post-verbal
nominalsitave a pragmaliemotivation and analysestite dummy there as a
locativesalellitewi[hout a specifiedsyntacticfunc[ion.

Givón (1993 vol 11: 206), who also adoptsa pragmaCicapproachCo Chis
topic, considerslite postposednoun phrasetite only subjec[ since i[ j5 [he
mos[ topical constiíuent,witich Givón identifies wi[h lite gramma[ical role
subjecí.

Kucanda(1990: 84) treals dummiesvery mucit as lHlaiman doesand,
while admilting thaI dummieshavecertain subjectproperlies,he proposes
tita[ dummies rnust be [he result of Ihe applicationof an expressionrule
witose [rigger is the non-assignmenlof subjec[ function.

Seman[ically, dummieshavebeendeseribedas giving riseío an abstrac[
set[ing (Smith 1985) or a mental space(Lakoff 1987). Tite construalof a
mental spaceexcludes,in Ihe study by Lakoff (1987), lite subjecísíatusof
dummies. Orawing on Smilh and Lakoff, Langacker (1991: 349) has
analysedteseconstruclionsas consisting of two subjec[s íhat belong lo
different leveis of struc[ural complexiíy, [he higher level represenlinga
se[ting subiecíconstruclionand tite lower level designatinga parlicipant
íhat pertainslo that seíting.

4. THE DUMMIES AS OPERATORS

Tite une Ihal 1 take wiíh respectto dummies is [hat íhey constilu[e
morpitemesof lite subjec[ and te object,whicit logically follows from lite
hypotitesis1 haveadvancedaboye thaI we are dealing with a unified
pitenomenonof synlac[ic disconlinuity. This proposalfollows tite spirit of
Quirk e[ al. (1991) in thai it acknowledgestite subjecl s[alus of both tite
preposedelemeníand tite pos[posed noun phraseor noun clause;and
considers[he preposedpronounaid [he posíposednoun clauseof dummy
objec[ construclions[he object. As 1 havealreadyremarked,1 par[ company
with Quirk al Ihe poin[ of [he dislinclion beíweenIhe notional and lite
grammalicalsubject (apparen[Iy impliei[ in Dik’s disíinction between
syn[ac[ic posilions and syntac[ic func[ions). Given Goldberg’sprincipIe of
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Maximized Molivation, sucha distinc[ion canno[ berelevaníbecauseevery
elemeníof structureniusí besemanticallymotivated.My analysisshouldgo
along [hese lines ra[her [han being basedon [he denial of [he functional
molivation of certain elements.As 01k (1986: 22) remarks,“saying [hal a
certainfealure(...) cannolbe func[ionally explainedis [an[amoun[ o saying
Ihal we itave no[ yet beenable [o find a func[ional mo[iva[ion for lha[
fea[ure”8.

1 also developalong a qui[e differen[ pat as regards[he existenceof
doublesubjec[s. In my opinion. dummy pronounsandposíposednominals
logelher consli[ute Ihe subjecí or [he objec[. It is not thaI we itave [wo
subjec[s or lwo objects,wha[ever [heir nature is; we are dealirg wilh a
syn[ac[ically split pitenomenontha[ hasa unified semanticmotivation.

A[ tis point of te discussion1 recalí Kucanda’sproposal,[o whicit 1
have madereferenceaboye.Kucanda(1990: 81.) opts for nol assigning
subject in English existen[ial conslruc[ions. This proposaldiffers from the
treatmentof existentials1w 01k (1980> and Hannay (1.985) in thai Ihese
linguisís assignsubject[o lite lerm Ihal bears [he pragrnalic func[ion New
Topic, whereasKucanda doesnot assignsubject a[ ah: he appealsto
pragmaíicfunc[ion alone.The formalizalion in (18.b), which hasbeentaken
from Dik (1989: 177-8), illustrales Dik’s (1980) and 1-Iannay’s (1985)
representationof [he existential durnmy, while (1Sc) offers Kucanda’s
(1990):

(18) a. Thereare black swans
1. Pres t(0)L~~1 (ismx.: swanN(x~):black(xi))subj,NeWTOP
c. Pres { (0>LoC 1 (ismx: swanN(x~).black(xi))o¡New Top

Kucanda’s reasoningis as follows: if there were assignedsubjecl
funclion, tite subjecícharacteristicsof Ihis dummy would be accountedfon
bu[ this assignmen[ of syntac[ic funetion would imply [he presenceof [he
dumrny pronounin [he underlyingrepresen[ationof Ihe clause,which would
result ir [he rejec[ion of lite essentiallysemanticdefinilion of syn[actic
funclions positedby FO. Kucanda(1990: 82, foo[note 7) is rigit[ in sta[ing
[hat FO has alreadysel a precedentin roL assigning[he indirec[ objec[ of
Iraditional grammar: [he cons[i[uen[s íha[ would bear [itis gramma[ical
function in otiter Iheoretical frameworksare assignedonly semnanticand
pragma[ic functions in FO. However, res[ric[ing te inventory of syn[ac[ic
funclions so[ha[ tite [heory gains cross-Iinguis[ic insigh[ is no[ he sanieas
no[ takíng in[o accounl a syntac[ic funcilon tha[ does eníer [he FO
rnventory: tite subject.ForIhis reason,tite treatmentof dummysubjectsami
objects as operatorsrepresentsa significaní depar[ure wilh respec[ o
Kucanda(1990), who insisis on Ihe granimaticalcharaclerof dummiesami
generalesthem at tite level of tite expressioncomponen[ of [he granimar.
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Whaí 1 propose,inslead,is lo parseand generaleduminiesas operatorsof
[he termIhal is assigned[he pragmaliefunetionNew Topic ~. That operator,
which 1 term dum/DUM,would be reflectedin lite expressioncomponen[ in
lite insertion of thereor it by [he appropriatetrigger expressionrule, in lite
iníroduclion of copula supporl,and in [he placemení,by meansof tite
sui[able placementrule, of onepan of [he subjectin clause-ini[ial posilion
andlite otherin pos[verbal position.Thisis representedas follows in (19.b):

(19) a. Thereare blackswans
it. (dum ismx~: swanN(x~).black(xi))(~/subj~ewTop

Notice lhat no semanticfunclion is assigned,since lite introductionof
lite copulaal tite expressionlevel calís for [he íerm-predicaleformalion míe
(Dik 1980: 105).Titis view is consisteníwilh [he characteriza[ionof dumas
a lerm operator.Tite significaníimplicalion of te lack of sernanticfunc[ion
is lital [he presenceof [he term operatordum is dealtwilit by [he gramnaras
[he occurrenceof deíenniners,quantifiersand inflections,whose syntactic
andsemanliclinks wi[h [heir headnominalsare seldomques[ioned.

Ji is rny contention[hal litis underlyingrepresentalionis also applicable
[o [he dunsrny it, bo[h in subjectand in objectposition. Leí us considerlite
linguisíic expressions(20.a) and(20.b):

(20) a. It wassurprisingthat Johncame
it. Joanfound it surprising[hat Johncame

Struclurally, tite term-predicaleformation rule is nol applicable [o
instanceslike (20) becauseit yields only one-placepredicates.Titerefore,
[he derivationof (20.a) and(20.b) sitonid go along [hese lines, respectively
(following Dik (1997), 1 usecapi[al letíersbetweensquarebrackelsinstead
of subscripts)~

(21) a. surprising [A] (DUM el)o,subj,NewTop
it. PasteI:flnd [V] (Joan) (surprising)(DUM e2)

Semanlically, lite operatordum is a lerrn operator(represenledby [he
FOforrnalismQ) lhat applies[o a fsrst order entily x, whereasin [he conlexí
of dumrny it as subjec[ and objecl, [he it operator DUM reslric[s tite
referencepolenlial of apredicational[erm e [ha[ embodiesa certainstateof
affairs. A morerefinedrepresen[ationof (21 .b) is renderedin (22):

(22) DecíE: X: PasteI:flnd [V] (Joan)E /Subj

(surprising) (DUM Sim: e2: come[VI(John)A~sUbj)GO¡obj,NeW Top
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Aí this poin[ in te discussion,le[ us gatiter someaddi[ional evidence
that may justify tite repTesenlationof dummy cor¡sírucíionspul forward ir
(19.b). (21.a) and (22). The morphological marking of syntaclic and
pragmalic functions is a well-a[tesled pitenomenor,even [hough it is rol
very commonin English. Leí us consideriheseexamples:

(23) a. 1[ is unusualfor Charlie[o beworking
b. Claud¡a’sposing
c. Tite wriling of the book

Even in [he in[ralinguis[ic dimension, [he morpitological marking of
direct casesis not reslric[ed [o dummycons[ructions, as lite presenceof tbr
in infinitival subjecls,as in (23.a), and [he genitive coding of nominalized
subjectandobjecís[rnc[ures, as ir (23.b) aré (23.c), respectively,show

5. EXPRESSIONRULES

So far 1 havebeendealing wilh [he underlying síructuresof dummy
subjecl and dummy objec[ cons[ructions and 1 haveclaimed [ha[ dummies
are [he result of [he insertion of a [erm operatordum or a predication
operatorDUM. At [he seman[ic level 1 haveopted for assigninglite zero
func[ion to tite subjeclargumen[. From [he pragrnaticpoin[ of view, 1 have
concen[ra[ed on examplesir witich [he displacedcons[i[uen[ bears[he
funclion New Topic.

As regaréstite rules that govern[he expressionof dummy subjectand
dummy object conslructions,Dik (1997: 132) states[ha[ dummiesare
s[ructural elemen[s ihal preserve[he canonicalorder of consti[uen[s ir
expressionslike [he following:

(I8.a) Thereareblackswans
(20.a) Ji wássurpflsing [itál Johncarne

However, no provision is made for instancesof lite Iype of (20.b) in
Dik’s (1997)approach[o [he dummypitenomenon:

(20.b) Joanfoundit surprisingtal Johncarne

1 propose[he following expressionrules, witich may remedy[he
undesirablesi[uation jusí mentioned.Ir Ihe firsí place, íwo [rigger rules (of
[he form proposedby deGroot 1990)guaranteetite presenceof tite dummy
operalorin [he underlyingrepresen[a[ions of Che linguis[ic expressionsunder
scrutiny:
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(24) a. Dum trigger rule:
inpu[: anylerm
oulput: there-x
conditions: x1=New Topic

b. DUM tr¡gger rule:
input: any pTedicatlonal term e1
oulpul: it-e1
conditions: e1=NewTopic

Rule (24.a) predic[s [ital phrasallerms tat bearNew Topic calI for lite
presenceof diere in [he linguis[ic expression;this is accountedfor by lite
dum operalor. Rule (24.b) stipula[es that predicational [erms require ihe
supportof it in [he expressioncomponentof lite grammaranétha[ his is
achievedlhrough the insertion of the operator DOM a[ Ihe level of [he
underlying representationof te clause.Nolice that 1 itave assumed,along
wi[h de Grool (1990: 189), [ha[ operatorscan be consideredlriggers,
becausespecifiedoperatorswilI receiveexpression.From the point of view
of linearizalion, it is suggestedIhal ihe following constilueníorder rule is
applicable[o lite dummypitenomena(lite forrnof lite synlac[ic [emplate has
beentakenfrom Connolly (i991)):

(25) a. Dummy subject linearization rule: Inserí [he dummy pronoun
irlo N2 and[he posíposedsubjectirlo N7.

it. Dummy object linearization rule: Insen tite durnmy pronoun
in[o N4 andthe posiposedobjeci in[o N6.

Titese rules predicí [ha[, whereasthere is always linearized in clause-
inilial position, it occurseilherpreverba]lyor poslverballydependingon te
assignmentof snbjeclOT object,Tespectively,lo tite posíposednaunclause.
The orderingrules (25.a) and (25.b) modify Kucanda’s(1990: 85) remark
ihal any rule of dummyinsertion shouldbebasedon lite non-assignmer[of
subjecl.Con[rary lo [his view, 1 observeIhal u is the assignmenlof syn[actic
andpragmalicfunclions [hat ul[imately guaran[eeste correctapplicationof
dummyrules,botit for trigger andlinearization.

Rutes(24) and (25) represent[he unmarkedop[ions wilh respec[ o
LlPOC, lha[ is, they producelinguistic expressionslike Ihose in (26.a),
(26.c)and(26.e):

(26) a. Itere are litreemenwailing a[ lite door
b. Titree men are waiting al [he door
c. I[ is distressingtha[ siteis drinkingagain
d. That site is drinking again is dislressing
e. 1 finé it distressingthatsite is drinkingagain
f. 1 find titad site is drinking again distressing



78 JavierMartín Arista

The presenceof clausal subjec[s and objects in preverbal and
posíverbal position in linguis[ic expressionslike (26.d) and (26.f)
conspiresagainst LJPOC, witich favours nominal raiher than clausal
elemenCsin [tese positions. As Dik (1997: 131) poinCs out, however,“the
tendencyfor Topic and Focus [o be placed in Pl is apparen[Iy s[ronger
Ihan tite pressureexerledon ihein by LIPOC”. lite markedcharacterof
(15.a) is no[ a resul[ of a violation of LIPOC, butra[her of the placement
of New Topic in Pl (Dik 1989: 269). 1 considertite s[ructure of (26.d) and
(26.e)lite expressioncorrela[e of [he assignmenlof Ihe pragma[íc func[ion
Given Topic:

(27) a. [Thai she is drinking again]GivenTopic is disíressing(LIPOC-
marked)

it. ¡ find [Tha[ site is drinkÁng againiGivenTopic distressing(LIPOC-
marked)

6. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSJONS

1 haveclaimed in titis article thai lite disassociationof Ihe pragmalic
function New Topic frorn dummyconslructionsandthe syntacticproper[ies
of dumrniesare argumenísagainst[he represenlationof there and it a[ he
level of [he expressioncomponen[ only. 1 itave pul forward an underlyirg
representationof durnmiesbasedon lite insertionof tite [erm operatordum
andtite predicationaloperatorDUM; and lite assignmenlof synlac[ic and
pragmaticfunctions.This proposalhas [wo advan[ages: tirst, [he Irealmen[
of dummy subjeclsand[hat of durnmy objec[s areunífied; and,second,[itis
proposalis compaliblewitit tite synlac[íc properliesof thereand it. On lite
otiter itand, ihis proposal has a disadvanlage:[he defini[ior of perspective
shouldbe enlargedlo accomoda[enon-pro[otypical subjecís.This could be
done al pracíically no cos[ given íhat, in orlhodox FO, clausal ([hus non-
protolypical) subjecls are assigneda syn[actic funclion; and lite notion of
subjeclhasbeenrelaxedlo includeposilional subjec[s.

NOTES

The funding for this researchhasbeengrantedthroughtite projecísDGES-PB9Ó0520

and UR-API-97/B 18, whose trajo researcheris Dr. Francisco Ruiz de Mendoza Ibáñez
(Universidadde La Rioja). 1 should like Lo thank [he Editor aud tite anonymousrefereesof
Estudios Inglesesde la UniversidadComplutensefor titeir numeroususeful suggestionsaud
comnentson an carlier versionof tUs paper.

2 Tite following abbreviationshave beco usedthroughout Ihis paper:A (Adjective), V
(Verb). x (Term variable), e (Predication variable), X (Proposition variable), Sim
(Simultaneous),Pres (Present),0 (Zero). Ag (Agent), Exp (Experiencer),Go (Goal), Loc
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(Locative), Subj (Subject),Obj (Object), i (Indefinite), ms (MassQuantif,er),dum (Dummy
íerm operator),DUM (Dummy predicarional term operator),Pl (Clause-initialposition), N
(Nuclear position).

See Langacker(1991: 143) on non-prototypicalnorninais.
‘~ See Nonnan(1985: 83) with referenceto cornpulsoryextraposition.Tite examples

givert in Dik (1997: ¡28-129) arealso worth considering.See flowning andLocke (1992:
410)on theform andfunctionof ihe qualifier.

See Spencer(¡991: ¡34) and Katamba(1993: 172) as regardsdiscontinuous
morphology. For a more detaileddiscussionof disconíinuity in prepositionalgroups, 1 refer
ihe readerto DowningandLocke(1992: 603).

For a more detaileddiscussionof the transirive and ihe intransitive prototypes,see
Croft(1991: 183)and Givón(I993 vol II: 46).

Eventhough 1 havesoughtformal and funcrional¡notivation for theexistenceof tese
consíruc¡ions,1 sun awarethai 1 am usingtite concepíof constructionir a morestructurally-
related way ihan Lakoff (¡987), Coldberg(1995) or Kay (1997), whoseworks are more
lexically-driven.

lii ibis respect,¡lis relevanttequoreGoosscns(1992: 53), wbo rejectsihe traditional
view thai Ihe copulativeverb be is only anexpressionphenomenon(thai is, meaningless):it
qualifíesassemi-predicational,andevenasWilly predicational,in sorneinstances.

Hannay(1990:5) and Mackenzieand Keizer<1991: ¡72) conteud thai ihe pragmatic
funetionNew Topie is, in fact, a typeof Focus.

lO Dik (1997: 113) assignsa free operatorposition it
2 that accountsfor the fact thai

commentativepredicates,asin Ir ,ssurprising rhw John carne, are compatiblewith al! tense
operatorsin their complements.

For nominalizahionsas diserepanciesbetweenunderlying clausestructure and
expression,seeDik (¡997: 335).
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