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VIi. PHRASAL CONJUNCTION AND SYMMETRIC PREDICATES

George Lakoff and Stanley Peters

it has long been observed that there are at least two types of
conjunction, sentence conjunction and phrasal conjunction.

1 Tohn and Mary are erudite.

2 John and Mary are alike.

(1) embodies a conjunction of two assertions:

1", John is erudite and Mary is erudite.

{2) cannot be interpreted in this way.

>t #John is alike and Mary is alike.

Cases like (1) have been treated essentially correctly within the framework
of transformational grammar since the inception of cuch studies, thatis,
(1) has been derived from the structure underlying (1'). Cases like (2)
have only recently been dealt with in a transformational framework.
Peters (1966} has pointed out that phrasal conjunction cannot be trans-
formationally derived from sentence conjunction as some transformational
gramrarians had hoped it would turn out to be. The clearest suggestion
that phrasal conjunction be derived from sentence conjunction can be

found in Gleitman (1965) Many other transformational grammarians

For example Curme stated in his Syntax {p. 162) that "sentences contain-
ing coordinating conjunctions, however, are often notan abridgement of
two or more sentences, buta simple sentence with elements of equal

rank, connected by a conjunction: ‘The King and Queen are an amiable pair.
'She rmixed wine and oil together. v
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wave hoped that some scheme of derivation such as that presented by

Gleitman would solve the problem of phrasal conjunction. Later in this paper

we give some of the evid

:nce which shows why any such scheme is im 0ssib,
Y Y e

At least in the case of noun phrases, conjunction must occur in the base

component. ‘That is, there rnust be a rule scherna of the form:

T

3. NP —5 and (NF)

, 2

We will refer to an . 2

NF which has been expanded this way as an NPx

——

[lThe reader should consult Peters (1966) for justification of this statement
of the rule. Here we will me rely describe the manner in which the rule is
to be interpreted. Schema (3) represents an infinite collection of rules,
namely all rules of the form 'NP-— and NP NP | NF NP' where the
number of cccurrences of 'NP' to the right of the arrow is finite and is

greater than or equal to two  These rules generate base structures
of the form

e T

and NP NP

There is a universal principle which converts structures of this form to

NP
e T —
e e — . T

NPT NP NP NP
S \\ / \\\‘\ S N \
an/d NP and NP an/d NP ar{i NP

C

as the deep structure of a sentence enters the transformational component
from the base component. English has two special transformational rules
which apply to conjoined structures. There is an obligatory and-deletion
rule which may be stated as follows:

. Il 3 erer Aoy
. c {obligatory
and~-deletion " gatory)

SD: X [ land A}A Y }A Z , for any category A
1 2 3 4 5
S5C: delete 2.
In addition7 there

1s an optional transformation which deletes all but the
i

ast conjunction of 2 conjoined structure.

These two rules apply to 'and' introduced by rule (3) as well as to
'and' introduced by the schema that conjoins sentence s, even though these
two types of 'and’ are different. The fwo 'and's must be marked with a
difference in syntactic feature composition since they exhibit different
syntactic behavior.

1 Y s the crucial examples w
The following are among the crucia P
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hich constitute evidence for

this position:

4. a. John, Bill and Harry met in Vienna.

. : t
b, *John met in Vienna, Bill metin Vienna, and Harry me

in Vienna.

5 a. The old man left all his money to Rill and Tom.

IS NOT A PARAPHRASE OF

b. The old man left all his money to Bill and the old man
left all his money to Tom.

& a. John, Bill, and Harry wrote the book together.
. . ,

IS NOT A PARAPHRASE OF

te
b. John wrote the book, Bill wrote the book, and Harry wro
H the book.

e y .
Ifl C‘LCh. cas 3 a ma n t 1 t (&4 St l)

e Ccon LlIlCthn I]lay arise Eilthel n t}le ba,Se (:OIIIE)OIlCIlt t}lI Ougll
S].II.C

l‘\lleS e O1 N SI0O O O e ( CcO 10 one W()l]].(]

. P . .
p (& L a ge num be] OE a],llblglﬂ t]fiS O[ t] 1S SOF t IIldeed,
ex e(:t tl re t() be a l I

there are. In cases like (7)),
7. a. John and Mary left.
b. Shakespeare and Marlowe wrote plays.
e together, 1in

j ot
we may either be asserting that the subjects left or wr

which case we get paraphrases (8) and (9),
8§ a. John and Mary left together.

b. Shakespeare and Marlowe wrote plays together.
.
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A . 7).

9. a. John left with Mary. | oay not be paraphrased by cither (16) or (17)
13)m

b. Shakespeare wrote plays with Marlowe. { L6 #John and Mary know the answer together.

Or we may be asserting two separate and not necessarily related facts, in 17. *John knows the answer with Mary. |
? .. : The same 18

which case we get the paraphrases (10) and (11). ' k may not take an underlying conjoined subject.

_ Thus, _.,Ilg_“—/—-

10. . . ;

: BOth Jomm and Mary Jeft true of stative verbs in general. (18) and (19)
a .

b.  Both Shakespeare and Marlowe wrote plays. Stat adjectives show the same property. Compare

tative
tooa Johnleft and Mary Left. 18 John and Mary are careful. (nonstative)

b. Shakespeare wrote plays and Marlowe wrote plays. e

19. John and Mary are erudite.

ce conjunction
The together and with paraphrases, (8) and (9), indicate underlying phrasal e

1S m D1 uo us Wl',l les[)ect to con uIlCthIln

: Ch
conjunction; the both and the full sentences paraphrases, (10) and (11), L sentions whic

case, (18) represents the conjunctio
[} \

indicate underlying sentence conjunction (For details, see Peters, 1966). oy eelated o one e aem .
n

Note that the both paraphrase cannot co-occur with the together paraphrase. s caveiul and Mary i

12. a. *Both John and Mary left together.

b. *Both Shakespeare and Marlowe wrote plays together.

The phrasal conjunction sense of (18)

shows up in (21).

ful when making love together.

21. John and Mary are care

derlying structure.
But the number of possible ambiguities of this sort is not as great

joi j in its un
In (21), careful clearly has a conjoined subject 1n
n , careful
as one might at first believe. Robin Lakoff has made the discovery 22)
The same is true of ( .
(Personal communication) that most stative verbs and adjectives may not

22. John and Mary are careful together.

) l | | | | me from
have conjoined noun phrases in their underlying subjects. Consider, for oy only <o

(l 9) on the other hand, is unambiguous,
s
xampl ,

) hrases:
sentence conjunction. (19} has the parap ;

13. John and Mary know the answer, 23 Both John and Mary are erudite.

(13) is unambiguous with respect to conjunction; it can be paraphrased

T . . . - f
3This fact is reflected 1n thdetpotshseﬂ;ii;ZsosibilitY o
i ose O . 1
oo fgdsf ihea?azlt)sp. ..' For averb such as ‘j;il;fl;fle. .
fnﬁ:fsleNpgf ZubjeCtS we get 'John's aqnd I\C/llajlgnf jnd Mary's arrival...
a - .
; arrived, ' an ¢ We are
P al;li;\fgefoa;}?rla\./lszﬁyconjuncti,on in the base componen
correspon

indebted to Emily Norwood for this observation.

ledge
i Tohn's and Mary's know

ity %John and Mary's
which optionally

t corresponding
1

only by (14) and (15).
14. Both John and Mary know the answer.

15, John knows the answer and Mary knows the answer.
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24. John is erudite and Mary is erudite.

But (19) may not have the paraphrases of (25) and (26).
25. *John and Mary are erudite together.
26.

*John is erudite with Mary.

The same is true of nearly all stative adjectives.

There are some non-obvious cases where this generalization about

the subjects of statives holds true, in particular, those in which under-

lying subjects of stative verbs are superficial objects. Take,

verbs like surprise, amuse, seem, appear, etc., which on independent

grounds have been analyzed as having superficial objects that are
underlying subjects.,
and Lakoff, to appear).

27. Sally's rude behavior amuses Mary and John.

According to the claim made in the above-mentioned studies, Mary and

John are underlying subjects of amuse and Sally's rude behavior is the

underlying object. Since amuse is stative in (27), one would expect (27)

to be unambiguous with respect to conjunction. This is indeed the case.

We get the paraphrases of (28) and (29), but not that of (30).

28. Sally's rude behavior amuses both Mary and John,

29. Sally's rude behavior amuses Mary and Sally's rude
behavior amuses John.

30.

*Sally's rude behavior amuses Mary and John together.
However, the underlying object (which is the superficial subject) of

amuse does show ambiguity with respect to conjunction, as in (31).

for example,

(For discussion, see Rosenbaum, 1965; Lakoff, 1965;

vi-7

Y b v10 p h .
n

C
Sall S Iude eha 10T alld [Sll.l S ()the rea tl() S aIIlLlSE \:l() n

B we get the paraphrase of

!f 3]) S derlved fIOIIl SeIltenCe con unCthn, tkle[l
(

- ohn and Bill's polite reactions

Sally's rude behavior amuses J

amuse John.

32.

I-Il t}lls Sex}'se) t}lfl?_ LS NC }13:3538'17 ::I)'I)'?’:t':n :3t SAS S 3 y
lf (31) 1S derl\/ed fIOIIl uIldexllelg Pllxasal

] i . However,
and Bill's reactions

‘H Y ( tl()]l s a conr e(:tl()]l 15 1Im plled‘ In that Case’ W e llave PaI apllrases
{ Ch
on b

such as (33) and (34). actions together amuse

Sally's rude behavior and Bill's polite re

John.

33.

i 11" olite reactions
i her with Bill's p
Sally's rude behavior togethe

amuses John.

34.

1d
it appears to ho

' neralization holds for amuseg, and it app

Thus, R. Lakoft's ge

imilar cases. A : that
for all s this generalization, it appears

S].I).Ce tllele are GXCGPClOIlS tO
t}le OIlly Way (o] St te lt 1S 11N tel[[]s f Q! Ike ness. Or Statlve ver bs
aIld ad eCtlveS, LlIlIIlalke(l ses ()l: [§] l, I asure ad e( theS aIl(l
P sessive ver bS IIlay‘ I).Ot take con olne n eIllel Sub eCtS U.IuIlaI]:;ed
C
POSSGSS ve el‘bS ar d meas ure a(l e 1ves I a or ma ()t take tkle[ll
1 v




VI-9

VI-8
since most verbs that take NP

xceptional in this respect,

ecified NP following wwith". Thus "John

marked cases
must t L
ake conjoined subjects 4 b ex .
- A ample o :
p f a stative verb npgree” is e

s cannot delete an unsp

subject
4k John conferred. "

which must tak
e conjoi . .

Joined subjects is "agree".

erred with Unspecifi

ed NP* does not reduce to

35. John .
and Bill agree that Harry is an idiot
36 3 10t.
Oh? agrees with Bill that Harry is \d cont
an 1idiot.
An example of a stative measure adjective that may or may not
g conjoined subjects 18 "heavy".

take unde rlyin

In sentence ;
s llke :
(37) it appears that "agree" does
I‘lOt haVe a COn' .
joined
John and Mary are heavy.

subject.
41.
(41) is ambiguous. It can mean that each is heavy, as in (42).

Both John and Mary are heavy.
ed weights are great,

3; . JO]lll agrees y .
g (&4 tllat IIaI I 18 an ldlot

42.
though their

But 1n u ] t t elr CcO
S Ch SffntenCeS as (3;) lt 18 ulldeISt() re mb]“
Od that J()hxl ag €8s \Nltll SOom
e
mean t a h 1

Or (41) can
as in (43).

unspecified
person, that is, the occurrence of "wi
ot "with someone" has been
ate weights may not be,

separ
ary are heavy together.

delet
ed. (37) would be derived from (38)
43, John and M

38. John a
grees with some- ifi
unspecified-person that Harry is
an
he question of (44).

idiot.

(41) also appears int

The ambiguity of
and Mary ?

44  How heavy aTe John
sking for their separ

y does not appear Wi

And (38) w .
ould be derived from (39).
ate weights or for their

39. John
and some-uns ifi
pecified-person agree that Harry i
s an idiot.
th the non-

In (44), one can either be a

Note that the same ambiguit

. -
lklld 1n SelltenceS llkff (4()) \We‘g to
b4 10ta« h

40. Both J
ohn and Bill
agree t .
g hat Harry 1s an 'ldiot,
measure adjective nerudite". When one asks

How erudite are John and Mary ?

h t JO ree Wlt}l a t}llld palty or paI tles 5»
4

ir erudition.

e total amount of the

The noti
on of mark
edness corresponds to the notio &
n of 'normal st
ate. '
one is never asking for th
ituation is

Most WO .
rds in a cla
. Ss a
ixceptlonal (marked). ;E ntOhrmal (unmarked)’- some :
iases contribute to the co e theory of markedness cl .WOTdS In a class may be
tg ltanguage may be of tWOriPllelty of a grammar i}}ims that only marked
at are true fo inds. Absol ’ us, general‘ 3
: . T an enti ; ute generali . lzations
:Zatlonks state prope rtielsrih;ltass’ with no exceptioizzat;\znskstate properties
marked cases) are true f ) arkedne
but or most of ss general-
marked case ’ such generali ; a class (th
‘ s). In additi lzations ma g he normal or
Fxceptlons themselvesd;tllon, the theory of mar}{(s(?ve exceptions (the
fgrn;(a subclass for Whicii;Ot be random in theirnsshs C%alms that the
arked items m ere is a sub ehavior, but
___}I_S‘E tak B3 . u generali i t rather
Lakoff (1965) and Takoff ](th subjects. For further discussine oo
O appear) iscussion, s
. , see

es the markedness 8

e verbs and adjectiv

In non-stativ
er non-conjoined

Unmarked non-statives may take eith
(NPx). A typical e

Marked non- stative

rather different.
or conjoined subjects xample is the verb
rough (11) above.

erb "confe .

subjects
s must

“1eave"‘ in examples (7) th

take NP* subjects. An example is the v




i
i
H
b
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46 .
John and Bill conferred
47. ‘
John conferred with Bill
48. John |
and Bill conf
N erred together.

*J
¥ Oh
A n conferred,

So fa.r,

we have found no non

lying subject.

not take NP subjects;
b

. -meas L
subjects ure adjectives m
' s must take NP
ES

of the latter. Ip asking

n
How fast
are Koufax!
are not ; ax's fas
asking for the sum of thei t ball and curve? we
lr speeds.

Non - .
on-stative adjectives and

Verbs norm
a']-]-Y ma
or
of y maY not take NP* subs:
non-statives (like Jects. Exceptional cases

i
confer") must take NP subj
jects,

50. J()}lll kllled a man Wl‘]l ]5].[]..

s

g
( ’

5 . J h i g
n tO etllel N

where "John and Bill"

forms a
pPhrasally conjoi
njoined NP in th
€ deep

Sstructure. That is
2

( )

”F R :
ast'
1s an example

vIi-1l

NP NP Vv

| | |

John and Bill killed a

ence (50) would be formed from this structure by & rule (actually a

uence of rules) which

(i) deletes nand'" and adjoins nwith" to the left of the NP "Bill"

Lnd (1) adjoins nwith Bill" to the right of the vP "killed a man'.
. will call (1) Preposition Adjunction and (ii) Conjunct Movement. These

1es must be constrained to apply (a) only in sentence-initial position,

object we would derive 'L hit John with
i1l from 'Thit John and Bill'. But this is clearly incorrect in this case

since the former is not a paraphrase of the latter. There are some

erexamples to this claim:
warden's wallet (to

M—
"1t the rule could apply to an NP*

apparent count
(i) The prisoner stole the

(ii) drink milk with meat.
The "with" phrase in these sentences cannot be derived by conjunct move-

ce the derived structure ig different than in the cases we have
We can see this in sentences that take a 1do so' in

gether) with his keys.

ment, sin
been discussing.

place of a verb phrase:
(ii1y I killed a man with Bill and Harry

(iv) *I stole the warden's wallet with h

his glasses.
(v) *I drink milk with meat and John does SO with fish.

In the conjunct movement cases, there is in the derived structure both an
tipner' and an nouter" VP (see (109)), and 1do so" may substitute for the
Minner" VP. In (i) and (ii) there 1s no inner VP, and 8O (iv) and (v) are
impossible. Thus, the derived structures of (i) and (ii) could not have
been brought about by conjunct movement. We do not understand the

process which forms these sentences.

did so with Tom.
is keys and John did so with
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ammatical relation that

he underlying g%
is not fixed,

in the sentence

ples show that t

Thes¢€ exam
other eleme nts

h" bears to the
r or not passiviz But, by
cal relations ar

a conception of

ation has applied.

Liect of "wit
e fixed in the

epends at least on whethe
nderlying structure, grammati
transformations. Unless such

b
ase, not from sente
nce Con' N
junction
ition of u

not depend on

So far
, we have onl
v as
serted that sentences lik (5
e {50) should
be
bhase.

es cannot be introduced in the
nto any gramin

e component;

twith"-phras
atical

w!" do not enter 1
ned in the bas

derived f
s rom St‘ruct
ures underl .
phrase of accom ying sentences like (51)
Paniment ("wi , and that
with Bill" j the with. ,
in (50)) is derived and not b T s@ and can
ot basic. ‘

Lmmar is incorrect, the
the objects of "wit

Moreover,
ose already defi
jects and gra

tually deriv ed

Let us

now consid

er some i

evidence for this asserti
rtion. Consi
sider (53)
fferent from th
mmatical

s which are di

mited exactly to
e to our claim t

grammatical sub

hat they are ac

53. Joh i
n was killed with Bill
clation

_fact, they are 1i

(53) i
) is synonymous with (54)
n and Bill we
. re ki
"Bill" in (53) is und Hled (together).
erstood as
part of th .
€ superficial subject of "be k biects. This fact lends credenc
o ki
1116d", sm real gubjects and objects
T .

n account for the way W€ understand (50) and (53) by hypothe-
the phra sally

underlying stru
hesizing that T

which is t
© Sa.y’ it is

UnderstoO
d as part of the under]vi
ying object

of "killn

We ca

n each case the cture contains
) and

ules such as (i

In (53) w
e know som
€one or som .
phrase "with Bill" ; ( ething has killed Bill. N
in (53) to th . oW compare
the
underst . ¢ same phrase i = .
ood again as part of th e in (50). In (50) "Bill" i .izing that 1
e su I 18
understood perflclal Sub.
as part of th Jject of "kill" . conjoined NP "John and Bill" and by hypot
e underlyln bd but it is als
g Subject of "ki ©
kill". I {i1) above a lv after the 2 lication of the assive t rans formation. This
n (50), Bill doos : pply aiter pP P
would account for the fact that in both cases the object of nwith" is
{f the iugerficial subject of the sentence and that in
¢ the underlying object.

aderstood as part ©

ons it is understood as part o

the killin
g) he dOeSn'

t get killed

sible to derive

phrasally con-

passive C onstructi

e have shown that it is not pos

'JOhn a
nd Bill
and we do are erudite!
n e can
reading of ,f;t get "% John is er (;nly be derived fr
owns ho ohn and Bill o udite with Bill! Fom sentence conj )
Conju 1'lses Wlth Blllf is wn hOLlSes’ Whlch h urthermOre th JUDCtlon’
betwer:;tltin.' In footnote Ztl;l: reading which ilss C};ar.aphrased };y ujeoﬁnly
- . e 'and' . . e stated erived f n
which is i which is i that th . rom ph
: trod s introd ere will b rasal
difforonen s oduced by ph uced by s e a feat :
ce to y phrasal : y sentence . ature differ
from phrasal allOW this rule to conjunction. We ¢ conjunction and the 'ence' here can be no
conjunction. Op apply only to stru ?n use this feature and
the restriction mi;hlirbes containing 'and'
X (S eXerciSed .
In some

other Way

So far w
vwith"-phrases since t

joined noun phrases from underlying
gue that if we derive nwith" -

We will now ar
count

ned noun phrases, we can ac

-phrases.

underlying " with"
hrasally ¢ onjol

phrases from unde rlying P
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. .C
Y fC)I‘ 8] I)e a t t [) able
aut()fl)atl all a mn I (Df f cts hat wou (1 ()t e‘lW'Se e 1nex I [¢
' . .

Fo
r example, the object of a "with" -ph
' -Phrase of accompaniment mavy ne
ver

be a reflexive pronoun
55. >7<JoAhn left with himself,
56. i
John killed a man with himself

57 %
. John was killed with himself

This follows f
rom th .
e fact that we do not get reflexives in phrasall
satly conjo

noun phrases,
58. *John and himself left.
5 Sk 3
9. John and himself killed a man

60, * i
John and himself we re killed

There are two a
volves su pparept counterexamples :
Bill was acri1 irglieotta}'nggllcral expreSSionIs) 2: F’?Igﬁrzsastatemer}t‘ The first in:
leave." In such cases JOhn,Struggled with hlmSeglfriid with himself that
or possibly, as in the » one is thinking of John as tw er Whethe}‘ he shoul
different points in tim case of "agree", as a single iod?eparate individuals
special by the nOn-»ocCel We can see that such Senten ividual at two
back yard. " We can urrence of "#John struggled nces are rather
see here that the sense of "St:llgtgl}eltnl'self in the
is rather

dljiel eIlt tlla
n in J()hn Str nggled W ltll Eglll in t]le baCk yald

The second

njohn left by himséelipahrelnt counterexample has to do wi .
derived from "with" - t might be claimed that "'b ”V‘_’lth sentences like
this sentence has an N};?leve? a reflexive appears y" 1n this sentence is
|Inf this were true, such a SubeQt containing two OC,cj:;i that the source of
meet" which I'e’quir NPI;I\'(NP'P subject could OCCuI: rrences of "John".
e * subjects. But we never\g;tth o ibs e

sentences like

"John met b i
y himself, "
Hence such a claim would be inc
orrect.

Vi-15

. lack of reflexives follows from the fact that in any type of conjunction
tructure of a sentence, no two members of the conjunction may

ccep S

cntical. Thus, in the sentence

61. John and John left.
L=t be talking about two different people named "John'". Lf they are to
Jderstood as the same person, then the sentence is ungrammatical. This

- not only of phrasal conjunction, but also of sentence conjunction.
the following sentences are ungrammatical.
62. *I left and L left.
¢3. *I sawyou and I saw you.
64. *You are tall and you are tall and you are tall.
niversal.

1is constraint on deep structure conjunctions appears to be u
f "with"-phrases of accompaniment,

if we adopt our proposed analysis o
.+ account for the lack of reflexives following Mwith!" in terms of an
on deep structure conjunctions.

cpendently motivated universal constraint
llowing constitute apparent counterexamples to this

~nces like the fo
m-—until he died.

s

‘ (i) I hit him and I hit him and I hit hi
(it) John ran an
ut, as Wayles Brown
-t sppear in the deep s

ausider the sentences:
John got taller and taller and taller.
John got more and more and more confused.

er" form of the comparar-

e adjectives may take either the "more' or "

e,
John got colder and colder and colder.
e and more cold.

John got more and mor
on may not be mixed.

uf the two types of conjuncti
*John got more and more cold and colder and

do

d ran and ran and ran.
1964) such conjunctions
duced.

e has shown (Browne,
tructure and must be transformationally intro

colder.
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ac

k Anpother f

These examples show that such conjunctions must be introduced by 5 ot have Pttt cohranes.

transformational rule that operates after the rule which reduces "mogret ' oiric natu
to "-er" for certain adjectives (optionally for "cold"). ; . 1
These conjunctions have other strange properties. They do not ¢5. John left with Bill.

undergo normal conjunction reduction.
I hit him and hit him and hit him —until he died.
*1 hit him and him and him — until he died. )
Nor do they undergo optional "and" deletion. . 6. Bill left with John.
I ran and ran and ran and ran.
*I ran, ran, ran, and ran.
Moreover, they are restricted to active verbs and to perceptual stativeg

e if and only if

John drank a glass of beer with Harry.

they may not occur with non-perceptual statives. The above cases have 67 .
active verbs. An example with a perceptual stative would be: ‘ ;
[ sawhis face and saw his face and saw his face—until it drove me {15 that
crazy. \

‘ r with John.
But such constructions are impossible with non-perceptual statives: ’ 46 Harry drank a glass of bee

*I knew that John left and knew that John left and knew that John lef
Note that such constructions indicate repetition or continuation and may b ¢ vice versa.
paraphrased with a verb like "keep".

[ kept hitting him —until he died.

[ kept running.

I kept seeing his face—until it drove me crazy.
"Keep" may also occur with actives and perceptual statives, but not with
other statives:

*I kept knowing that John left.

Negatives may not be conjoined in such constructions, nor may they
appear in the complement following verbs like "keep". '

*I didn't hit him and didn't hit him and didn't hit him.

*I kept not hitting him. ,
Moreover, the range of adverbs that can co-occur with such constructions
is exactly the range of adverbs that can occur with verbs of the "keep"
class. Such facts lead us to the view that conjunctions of this sort do not
occur in deep structures at all, but are derived by a late transformational
rule. In the deep structure the conjoined sentence is probably a comple-
ment of a verb of the "keep", "continue" etc. class, perhaps just the
bundle of features defining the class. In the transformation forming the
conjunction, the bundle of features would be deleted. Such a solution would
account both for the meaning of the conjoined structure and for the strange
grammatical constraints on it. For a further discussion of this phenomeno
see Lakoff (to appear).

i d also follow
nalysis of these constructions, these facts woul
er our a
j i amely, that
i tructure conjunction, n
i t concerning deep s
1 a universal fac

junction. Thus,
tic interpretation is independent of the order of conj
nantic

69. John and Bill left together.

synonymous with
70. Bill and John left together.

71. John and Harry drank a glass of beer together.

synonymous with

72. Harry and John drank a glass of beer together.

5;‘? . . .
L3S 18 tl u on LlI).CthIl as

1 is fat
9Note that "I killed the man with Bill" is ambiguous. It can mean either "I 3 Jomm is tall and Harry is

killed the man who was with Bill" or "Bill and I killed the man, " We are ‘ )
considering only the latter interpretation. Observe that corresponding to is synonymous with
the two interpretations we get two different derived structures. These are 1

reflected in the relative clauses "The man with Bill who I killed. .. "™ and
"the man who I killed with Bill. . .




1
74. Harry is fat and John is tall. )

Thus we see that the symmetric nature of sentences containing "with" .
phrases of accompaniment can be ac counted for in terms of an independently
motivated constraint on deep siructure conjunction.

We can now account for the fact that verbs which must take NP
subjects are necessarily symmetrical. Consider "confer". "John conferreq
with Bill" entails "Bill conferred with John, " and vice versa, since those
sentences are derived, respectively, from "John and Bill conferred" and
"Bill and John conferred. " The same is true of certain adjectives that must
take NP* subjects —except that some items take "to" instead of "with",

Consider the adjective "similar".

10 . . . .
An apparent counte rexample to our claim that conjunctions are symmetrical

1s the "and then" type of conjunction. Consider:

Harry robbed the bank and drove off ina car.
This may be a paraphrase of:

Harry robbed the bank and then drove off in a car.
If it is, then it is not identical in meaning with:

Harry drove off ina car and robbed the bank.

We would claim that the type of "and" that means "and then" is actually
derived from the ordinary symmetric "and" followed by a deep structure
vccurrence of "then", which may be deleted under certain conditions.
The lack of symmetry in the conjoined sentences derived in this manner
would follow from the nature of "then" which is itself derived in these
cases probably from "after it SENTENCE", where the SENTENCE
deletes under identity with the preceding sentence.

This contention is Supported by the fact that asymmetrical "and"
constructions are possible only when a "then" can occur, The reason
that we always get symmetry in cases like (73) and (74) is that "then"
may not occur in these cases.

*John was tall and then Harry was fat.

*John knew that Bill left and then Harry doubted that the world

was round.

.

tf;ntallls

(75)

{7
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i | . at problem.
This problem is similar to that proble
75. his pre =

s similar g 'hi.S Droblem,
That E syhlem 18 similary to T
('6 ] hdt DTO »)l(, 28 s t

and vice versa.

would be derived from (77}

I pl ()1)16 m t Tre 1 ilal .
[ L -

6) would be derived from {78)

p = p .
27} :[ }ldt o b].(, anc S 111 ate simila
{ . i 1 ] l 1 ()t)le r

; us.
(77) and (78) are, of course, synonymo N
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t ot only for the symmetric nature of "s1
o i . y
This accounts
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something like l
80  This problem 18 similar to this proble

or
81. Ais similar to A, f .
i : atical jargon from a
v things that distinguish mathematical } |
One of the many g R

1 lace.
that reflexivization does not take p

natural language is 1 language is that

. . atural lan

that distinguishes mathematical jargon from n o ed

na 2,1 - . ell - .
ontain identical elements and still be w

y contal

phrasal conjunctions ma

Thus, sentences like
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82. A and A ar : .
e similar.
83. i . . . . .
This problem and this problem are si ppears as superficial subject are identical to the selectional restric-
tem are similar
84. : - '
Harry is tall and Harry is tall and M -n the object of these prepositions. But this is an automatic conse-
. 4 Harry is tall
are quite : : ;
normal in the artificial language of log; ce of the analysis we have given. Since the objects of these preposi-
- gic and mathemati ‘
atics. Thys . are derived from the superficial subject, it follows that they would have

in mathematics: .
, & predicate such .
"h as "similar" ;
s both symmetri
ric and ~
L ctly the selectional restrictions that superficial subjects would have.

reflexive (in th .
€ loglcal sen
se). . )
). In English, "similar" is symmetri
etric and .
: Now consider the sentence

85. Kosygin met with Johnson and Rusk.

g € * b
lo 1Ca«lly T flexl\/e, I)llt ].t 1s ram dt ]ly 11 (S (S e :[ 1 E:I]g].ls e

discussed the manner in which this sentence can be

SentenCe
¢ have not yet

Notice that (85) is ambiguous; one reading is derived from

84. a. *Thi
1s problem is similar to itself.
@grated‘

n met with Johnson and Kosygin met with Rusk.

86. Kosygi
The other reading must

is ungrammatic .
al, altho :

s ugh, in semantic terms, it is perfectl

ectly meaningful

unction trans formation.

ary s ac rue, 1s me ns tne enera cons rain on eep iile
2 a a g

structures th
at forbids a
ny two members of g conjoined st
ructure from
ame from

d Johnson and Rusk met.

being identi .
ical is a gram .
m
gr atical and not a semantic constraint 11
87. Kosygin an
the transformation

At first it might appear that

We can e .
xplain still anoth
er fact on the basis of this analysis. W
. e .
v Conjunct Movement.
to our claim above.

two Noun Phrases contrary

4st be modified to move
The subject can have any

lla,V e all ady p >
a n t]fle Wth a,lld t() hIaSeS u]l{lel con d

the object of
the preposition i
nis understood as
part of the superficial subject :?x (87)
‘ Notice, however, that &7) is itself ambiguous.

of the senten
ce. The superfici
perficial ; .
subject, in turn, may come from eith
elther
sne of the structures (88).
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Johnson Rusk
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§
Kosygin
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NP N

e NP

NP NF ?’

| NP ’

| :

. |
osygin  Johnson R 5 k
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The version of Conjunct M
produce the desired str. evement discussion above will appl
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g0 far, We have described the process of conjunct movement in informal
above that " with" is

onsider the details.

ach to conjuncts.

Let us now ¢ We mentioned
‘To" and "from'" may

terms.
sition that may att

e only prepo

not th
y that

o as well.
91. John, Bill, and H he Celtics in the wa
they handle the ba
ntical to the moo

o Berkeley in the
offerings.

y are similar tot

do s
arr

sketball.
nin its chemical composition.

The earth is ide
quality and

92.
MIT cor respond t

93, Harvard and
breadth of their combined course
94. China and Russia differ from England and Am
com bined nuclear resources.
e distinct {rom th

erica in their

and Harry ar e Celtics in their
dle a basketball.

ectives that take "from'
We will distinguish them

John, Bill,
ability to han

those verbs and ad]j

' have a negative

95.

As is obvious,
e described.

that is to b

arily chosen feature: POSITIVE.

connotation, however
a restrictive

cases by an arbitr
e above sentences,
gnified by the ver

from the "to"

Note that in each of th we have used
phrase to further specify the relationship si
hrases the sentences would have been vague,

If we had not used such p

bizarre, OT meaningless.
96. John, Bill, and Harry are similar to the Celtics.
97. The earth is identical to the moon.
98. Harvard and MIT correspond to Berkeley.
99. China and Russia differ from England and America.
100. John, Bill, and Harry are distinct from the Celtics.

b or adjective.
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This is not true of Ssentences containing verhs and adjectives that take ”Withf"
101, Jonn left with B and Moy Y
102 John robbhed a bank with Tom and Hayr ¥
Lasyntactic feature fo distinguish the cases that take "with" from
those that take "to" or "from ", Notice that ther

RO R

to this syntactic property,

The

verbs and adjectives t}

require special inte

€15 a semantic correlation

1at take "to! oy "fromn

Tpretation, Chmust be supplied from extralinguistic
context or an additional restrictive phrage. This is not trye of verbs and
adjectives that take "with". Since the requirement of g special interpreta-
tion correlates to the distinction between the "with cases and the "o-from"
cases, we will call the feature that distinguishes these tases SPECIAL.
We can now state Precisely the rules for conjunct movement.

s G
S R

PREPOSITION ADJ‘UNCT[ON (OPTIONAL)
[yp NP |

w2

Npo#nd NP Aux T

f} b.
1 ! C.
A
| A )
(a with
SUBSTITUT E o<

v b to
¢ from

i FOR >

{ verh [ X
i |
L

adjective i

s

-SPECIA L

ISPECIAL | |
HPOSITIVE (|
iSPECIATL, ||
-POSITIVE

2.
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Applying rule 2, we

V1~27

r,ule 1: S
PRED
l O 5. S\\\\\\ N P /\VP
B X
/ PRED NP AU /\NP
/ VP NP \ e ;\nk
/ T NY PAST rob ®
NP AUX V{P/ N'P John  with Bill
. and O
/ NP A NP
and John PAST confer with Bill .
py rule & 2
And after application of the obligatory and-deletion rule described 109. PRED
P
in footnote 2, we get: AUX /‘/\NP
vP N\
106. S
//‘\\‘\\ NP /\P N\ID
o v
NP PRED :
\ NP \ ,/b\ank with Bill
g VP PAST Tob 2
X/ 7 \\ and John
AU VP NP
| ”\l/’ \NP tion:
} _dele i .
: ]L By obligatory 20 S
John PAST confer with Bill D
110. PRE
. . VP
We will give two more sample derivations. First, /\ANP
NP
John robbed a bank with Bil] | vE
\ P
107 At V/\P M
| T A
NP PRED ‘ rob a b2
™ PAST
NP/ “Ne AUX VP Johe
/,, Np // NP /\
_ |

/ H
and  John and Bill

PAST




MENT (OB LIGATORY)

vP
Prep NP] ] AUX

101. John left it i
with Bill and Maryf L P [NP and NP] [Np

N
] — T

102, John robbed a bank with Tom and Harry
N 2 TO THE RIGHT OF 4

We need a synt ; .
yntactic feature to distinguish the cases that take "with" f
those that take "ton ) rom ADJOL
e "to" or "from". Notice that there 1s a semantic correlati
to this syntacti ation PDELETE 2
‘¢ property. The verbs and adjectives that take "to " : ke the following:
require special i ; ° tol or Mirom! dles will yield derivations like
1nterpretat10n, which must be supplied from extrali i phese S
Inguistic
context or an additi 1 ot 3 T
enal restrictive phrase. This is not true of verbs and e ﬁ// &NTSRED
adjectiv t . ) NF —
¢ that take "with". Since the requirement o e VP
tio ) nt of a special interpreta- I{/ NP AUX 'ﬁ
n cor - . . . i
relates to the distinction between the "with! cases J . Nﬂ /\ 15 v
cases, we will call the f and the "to-from" NP /NP '[\ \
¢ Ieature that distinguishes th a confer
We cur g €se cases SPECIAL,. I John an{i Bill PAST
now state precisely the rules for conjunct movement an . ’the subject noun
1. PREPOSITION AD ssuming this structure in
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d . ‘ footnote
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a. -SPECIAL) , 104 S
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|\ -POSITIVE ! RENTS / N‘P é
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Applying rule 2, we derive:

105, S
/ R
: PRED
,//" \\\
yd VP
e d L o o T
N P AUX VP N}P
| | |
NP | v /s NP
T | | a
and John PAST confer with Bill

And after application of the obligatory and-deletion rule described

in footnote 2, we get:

106. S
B /"‘/‘/ AAAAA AW\\"\“nw,,\,v
NP PRED
S \\\\~>_\
—
VP
// ,»/ l\\\\
AU vE NP
TR
i A% NP
! |
John PAST corllfer with Bill
We will give two more sample derivations. First,
John robbed a bank with Bill,
107. S
,//\\A T
NP Prep
o | e ~
NP NP AUX P
\ O\ | .
NP | NP | v NP
A A | I
and John and Bill PAST rob a bank
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ru_le 1: .
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,5? the obligatory and -deletion rule:

114.

P

|

John PRES be similar to Bill

As we pointed out above, these rules must follow the passive

order to account for the difference in grammatical

iransformation in
ed with Bill. "

relations between "John killed with Rill" and "John was kill

ormous number of cases. However, as

These rules will account for an en

is usual in natural language, there are exceptions to these rules. Con-

_sider the adjective tapart!. We get (115) but not (116) and (117).
000 miles apart.

115. New York and San Francisco are 3

116, *New York is 3000 miles apart from San Francisco.

117. *New York from San Francisco is 3000 miles apart.

Thus, "apart" is an exception to rule 1; it may not undergo rule 1. The
on the other hand mus 1 description

of rule ! and must undergo it. L2

adjective "far" t meet the structura

118, *Washington and Hanoi are far.

119. Washington is far from Hanoi.

structural desc ription of

2
For a discussion of items that must meet the
some rule see Lakoff (1965) and Lakoff (to appear).
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John killed the man.
Note that by deriving (119) from a Sentence with an NP3 subject, we can. 129. he man.
xJohn killed of t
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140. John etﬂqBiH“ e
(HO) is para‘iiel {o {14;1)
141 John's gimilarity 1@ Bill. .-
After rule 2 has applied to “resemble"‘, the resulting structure
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149, a. *Jjonp and Mary seemed married by the preacher.
b, *John ang Mary looked married by the Preacher,
(148) is unambiguous angd only the adjective occyrs. The sentences of (149)
cannot occur at all, since the Passive participle interpretation of "marrieqn
is forced by the Presence of the by-phrase.
But the morphological variants of "marry" ;re certainly related ip
their occurrences in the following Sentences.
150. g, John and Mary are married,
b, John and Mary married.
€. The preacher married John and Mary.
151, a. John Is married to Mary.
b.  John married Mary.
¢. The preacher married John to Mary.
The (a), (b), and (c¢) sentences are related to ope another in the Same way asg
the following sentencesg,
152, 4. The room is dark,
b, The room darkened.
¢. Harry darkened the room,
It was claimed in Lakoff (1965) that the (b) and (c) sentences are transforma-
tionally deriveq from underly structupes including the underlying structures
of the (a) Sentences. The (b) sentences are derived by embedding the
structure underlying the (a) Sentences in the subject of a4 vern Semantically

€quivalent to the verb "come about",
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We have stated that these cases are completely regular. But one
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Now we can state a furthe r generalization: all [+SPECIAL] verbs
and adjectives take a group interpretation. In addition, every verb and
adjective that takes a group interpretation must obligatorily take an NP
subject.

Let us néw consider a subcategory of those verbs and adjectives
that optionally take NP subjects. Consider the following sentences:
173. a. John and Bill own the house together.

b.  John and Bill robbed the bank together,

¢. John and Bill opened the door together.

d. John and Bill killed Harry together.
174. a. John and Bill ran together.

b.  John and Bill left the party together.

¢. John and Bill hit Harry together.

d. John and Bill arrived late together.
In the sentences of (174), it is entailed that each individual
performed the indicated action. In other words, (174a) entails both "John
ran" and "Bill ran. "

That is, the phrasal conjunction entails the sentence

conjunction (but not vice versa, of course). However, in the sentences of

(I73), this is not true. For example, if (173a) is true, then it is false that
"John owns the house"™ and false that "Bill owns the house, " In these
sentences the falsehood of each member of the corresponding sentence

conjunction is entailed.
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John and Bjij] are similg and Bill and John are sim‘ilar

John is similar to Bill ang Bill ig Similar to John,
Then by the Same rule that turns "Jopp killed Bijp and Bill killeq John"
into "Johp and Bill killeq each Other " e would get:

syntactically only in the order of thejr NP Subjects . Since the Sentences
do diffe r syntac;icalLy, Such g deep Structure would not violate the con-

€ach other" Since they are unnecessarily redundant ang since "Johp and
Bill are Similapn will carry the Meaning just 44 well with fewer words,
With the Proposed analysis we €an explain the redundancy in such Sentences
and the 13 ck of a similay redundancy in sentencesg like "John and Bill killeq
each Other where the Conjoined Sentences in the deep structure are not
semantically identica] .






