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1. A chaotic picture of English prepostions
In Syntactic Nuts, Culicover (1999)uses the existence of lexical idiosyncrasies to
arguetha thelearner of English must be GonservativeOand GittentiveQ What he
means by thisis perhgpsmog clear in his discussion of prepostions

A nomal prepostion precedes its argument as in (18, and pied-pipes,
preceding its argument as in (1b). It does not follow its argument, either in
canonical postion (1¢) or pied-piped (1d). It can strand, however, asin (1€):
(1) Johnsent aletter to Mary.
Thisisthelady to whom Johnsent aletter.
*Johnsent aletter Mary to.
*T hisisthelady whomto Johnsent a letter.
Thisisthelady Johnsent aletter to.

Po0oTw

But notwithganding, aga, since, during, out, and off each differ from this picture
in thar own little way. Culicover summarizes thar propeatiesasin Table 1.

Table 1: Behavior of odd prepostions according to Culicover (199982)

Prepostion Precede  Piedpipe Follow Piedpipe Strand

NP (prec.) (follow)
notwithganding yes yes yes no no
ago no n/a yes yes no
since yes withwhen no n/a no
during yes yes no n/a 7
out yes no no n/a no
off ! yes no no no no

" Thanks to lvan Sag, Arnold Zwicky, Charles Fillmore, and Daniel Johnson for useful insights.
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Table 1 shows the whole range of paterns some prepostionsmug strand, some
mug pied-pipe and some do ndthe. In summary of this table, Culicover writes,
G numbe of possible paterns are realized, with no appaent genedization
emerging among the exceptiong) (p. 82). Based on this, he argues for Qhe
congervative [learning] strategy of @ettingQhe Geatures{ sTRAND] and [PIEDPIPE]
indgoendently [for each word], on the basis of postive experienceQ(granted, with
scare quoks). This describes an attentive learner, who pays attention to wha
prepostionshave (for example) pied-piped, and a conservative ong who does not
allow a prepostion to pied-pipe unless it has been seen doing it. By this logic,
[PRECEDE NP] and [FoLLow NP] mug also beindividudly-set features.

The god of this pgpe is to evauae the empirica basis for Culicova®
conduson aboutlearning. | will arguetha a corrected version of the picture tha
he presents follows from deeper princdples, and tha prepostions do not differ
arbitrarily in ther ability to precede or follow ther argument, strand, or pied-pipe

2. Quibbling with the data

Before developing an account of thefacts, | would like to establish the facts more
accurately; some of the entries in Table 1 appear to be incorrect. The naive
English-speaking reader is encouraged to indgpendently assess the data judgments
before getting to theandysis to be presented, to avoid bias.

21. Typoregarding off !

If aprepostion never follows its argument, then there is no reason to expect tha it
should follow its argument when pied-piped. Therefore, the valuein the QPiedpipe
(follow)Ocolumn should be Gh/aOwhenever the GFollowOcolumn is o Oas it is
for since, during, and out The oQin the GPiedpipe (follow)Ocolumn for off !
should therefore read Gn/aQ This rende's thelast two columnsidentical, so neither
outnor off ! can beconddered a uniqueutO

2.2. Pied-piping with since

Culicover judges tha since cannot be pied-piped, except when its argument is
when, citing the contrast between these two examples:

(2) *Since which party hasn®Johncalled?
(3) Since when have you been able to speak French?(!)

There are other examples of pied-piped since tha soundfine (foundontheWeb):

(4) Sincewha year have all popes been cardinds?
(5) Sincewha war has Sweden remained a neutral country?

Presumably then, it is for pragmetic reasonsthat (2) soundsawkward, and Qwith
whenOin since@ entry for Piedpipe (prec.)Oshould bea Gres.O



Why Culicover@ Q0dd Prepostiongaren®that odd

According to Table 1, the prepostion since cannot strand, and stranding with
during gets a 7?. They seem equdly acceptable stranded, however:

(6) ?MWorld War | wasthewar tha Sweden has been neutral since.
(7) 7?MWorld War Il wasthefirst war tha Sweden was neutra during.

Therefore | puta hoQunde Cstrand for both during as well as since.

2.3. Strandingwith out
Culicover clamsthat stranded outis ungammatical withoutof, thus

(8) Thisisthedoa that yougoout of.
(9) *Thisisthedoa tha yougoout. [C.Gjudgnent]

| find the of to be optiond, and examples of stranded out without of are readily
found on well-written Internet pages. Some members of the BLS audience even
rejected (8), preferring (9). There should bea GresOunde CstrandCfor out

24. Thenew picture
All of these correctionsleave us with the picture in Table 2. Deviationsfrom the
nomal patern are shown in bold; correctionsare shown with strike-throughs

Table 2: Behavior of odd prepostions (revised)

Prepostion PrecedeNP  Piedpipe Follow Piedpipe  Strand
(prec.) (follow)

to (nomal) yes yes no n/a yes
notwithganding yes yes yes no no
ago no n/a yes yes no
since yes withwhenyes no n/a no
during yes yes no n/a 22no
out yes no no n/a no

off ! yes no no non/a no

Already this picture is less chaotic than theonein Table 1; it containstwo pairs of

identical prepostions since and during, and out and off !. With the deviations
fromthenomal patern highlighted, it can also be seen that the cases of deviation

from the nomal patern are less numerousthan cases in which the nomrmal patern

is followed. Thee is a heavy concentration of deviations unde the CstrandO
column, where there is ironically quite a uniform patern of o@. The row for

agois likewise uniformly deviant from the nommal patern. This picture does not

seem quite as hopdesdy inexplicable as the other.
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3. Explaining the new picture
Indeed, with a small number of indgopendently-motivated prindples, we can deive
thepicturein Table 2.

3.1. sinceand during

Theunusud propety of since and during is theinability to strand, as shown in (6)
and (7). This seems to follow from a genea condraint, because tempora
prepostionsall have difficulty stranding:*

(10) ??Tha isthewar that Sweden became aneutral country after.
(11) ??Tha isthewar tha Sweden was our aly until.
(12) ??Tha isthewar that Sweden was our aly before.

One might be tempted to explain this generalization unde some form of the
Adjuna Condition (Huang 1982, later derived by the princple of Subjacency in
Chomsky 1981) which bas extraction out of adjunds. The empirica status of
this prindple is not strong, however; extraction from locative adjunds can be
perfectly acceptable:

(13) Which roomdoes Juliusteach his classin? (Pollard and Sag 1994191)

Johansson and Geisder (1998) find in a corpus study tha pied-piping out of
adjund PPs is more common tha pied-piping out of complement PPs, but tha
both occur a fair amount It may be the case tha extraction degrades as the
adjund becomes more clause-periphea, however. Hoffman (2005 used a more
fine-grained andysis of PP types in an elaborate corpusstudy and conduded tha
the Gentence adjundOtype involves obligaory pied-piping. Regardless of how
this issue is ultimately resolved, the generalization that tempora prepostions
strand with difficulty will remain intact.

3.2. ago
All of agd3 propeties are strangefor aprepostion. It can follow its argument,
and can never precedeit:

(14) Johnreceived avery generousoffer afew minutes ago.
(15) *Johnreceived avery generousoffer agoafew minutes.

It pied-pipes, but only following the NP (as one would expect based on its
behavior in canonical sentences):

(16) Howlongagodid Johnreceive theoffer?

! The preposition on seems to be an exception to this generalization: What day did he leave on?
Thefact that on is primarily spatial may be the explanation for this.
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(17) *Agohowlongdid Johnreceive theoffer?
and it doesn®strand:
(18) * How longdid Johnreceive theoffer aga?

Like Fillmore (20@), | propo% to andyze ago as an intrangtive prepostion, like
complement-less before and after, and abroad north, and downstairs, to name a
few of the 40 intrangtive prepostionslisted in the Cambridge Grammar of the
English Languagg CGEL ; Huddleston and Pullum 2002)

| propo to andyze the argument of ago as a specifier, like measure phrases
tha modify prepostiond phrases, as in [three years] in the past or [two blocks]
pad the light This andysis is fully in line with that of Fillmore (20@), which
relates the syntax of time expressionsto a ssimple but explicit semantic ontology.
Expressionslike these are O/ ector Condrudion®Owhich locate a Target (e.g. the
time of the event) at a Distance (e.g. 3 months) in a Direction (e.g. before) from
some Landmerk (e.g. now). The Distance argunent in a Vector Congruction is
expressed as a gpecifier. Unlike before and after, the prepostion ago
idiosyncratically requires its Distance argument to be expressed.

These assumptionsaccountfor the facts as follows. Ago follows its argument
because specifiers precedethar headsin English. The same prindple accounts for
ordering in pied-piping condructions Ago cannotbe stranded for the same reason
tha stranding of bookisimpossiblein (19):

(19) * Whosdid youread book?[cf. Whos bookdid you read?

However the congraint is formulated B as the Queft Branch ConditionOor
otherwise D specifiers do not strand their headsin longdistance dependencies.

3.3. notwithstanding
The surprising propeties of notwithganding include its ability to follow its
complement (20) aswell asfollow it (21):

(20)  Yourgenerousoffer notwithstanding, we will demolish the building.
(21) Notwithstanding your generousoffer, we will demolish the building.

Yet (unlike the other cases weQve seen) its behavior in pied-piping congructions
does not mirror its behavior in declarative sentences;, when it pied-pipes, it can
only precedethe argument:

(22) *Tha was a generousoffer, which notwithstanding we will demolish the
building.

(23) Tha was a generous offer, notwithstanding which we will demolish the
building.
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It also does not strand:

(24) *Tha was a geneous offer, which we will demolish the building
notwithstanding.

| propo% to accountfor these facts by splitting up notwithganding into two
lexemes. Notwithganding; is a preposition, which, as such, can precede its
argument and pied-pipe with tha order as well. Notwithgandng, is a (subject-
taking) participle which heads the modifier in abslute condructions such as
those illugrated in thefollowing examples:?

(25) No other busness arising, the meeting was adjoumed. [The American
Heritage Book of English Usageonling

(26) The horselopeal acrosstheyard, he fod trailing behind her. [ibid.]

(27) Hishandsgripping thedoa, helet outavolley of curses. [CGEL]

Because the argument of notwithganding, is its subject, notwithganding can
follow its argument.

Why can® nowithganding follow its argument when pied-piped? We do not
find pied-piping of predicates within absolute modfiersin gened:

(28) *Here is the fod, which trailing behind her, the horse loped across the
yard.

(29) *These are the hands which gripping the door, he let out a volley of
CUrses.

Clearly agenea congraint, rather than alexical idiosyncrasy, is at work here.

Regarding notwithsanding® inability to strand, we have several possible
degper explandions which may work in concert. Firgtly, it is extremely formal,
whereas stranding is unocommon in formal registers (Hoffman 2005) Use of a
formal word in an informal congdruction can produce an effect of stylistic discord,
as shown by Silva and Zwicky (1975) who explain the deviance of examples like
(30) in terms of a scalar difference in formality level between the elements they
contain B in this case, subject ddetion (casud) and non-contraction of the
auxiliary (formal).

(30) *Have not seen George aroundfor alongtime.

2 Huddleston and Pullum (2002) argue that constructions involving post-argument

notwithstanding, along with similar ones involving apart and aside, are not absolute constructions
because notwithstanding, apart, and aside cannot be predicative: *These objections are
notwithstanding or * This is apart/aside (p. 631). They argue for a prepositiona analysis of these
words on this bases. It seems to me that the non-predicativity is equally unexpected under the
prepositional analysis, as prepositions can usually be predicative, so | think in either case it must
be stipulated that these lexical items are restricted to the absolute construction.
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The combinaion of notwithganding (formal) and stranding (casud) could cause a
similar stylistic discord to occur. Anothe possible explanaion is tha not
withganding always heads a sentence adjund, and as discussed earlier, extraction
from clause-periphaa phrases seemsto be unacceptable in general.

34. out
Thesurprising propeaty of outisitsinability to pied-pipe

(31) *Thisisthedoorout which hewent/ran.
This propety is shared by in (meaning through nat ingde):
(32) *Thisisthedoa in which hewent/ran.

This similarity gives us two optionsfor explaining why out doesn® pied-pipe. It
may be tha prepostions describing movement through portals, as a semantic
class, fal to pied-pipe Alternatively, it could have to do with stylistic discord.
Both in the door and out the door strike my ear as quite informal, especialy
compared with in through the door and out through the door, respectively.
Because through pied-pipes, it cannot be tha prepostions describing movement
througha portal do not pied-pipe asarule:

(33) Thisisthedoorthrough which hewent/ran.

For thisreason, | sugpect that the stylistic explanaionis correct, butthere may be
an important semantic difference between throughon the onehand and in and out
ontheothe (in and outboth specify locations for example). In any case, this gap
isnotan idiosyncaratic property of out

35. off
Both pied-piping and stranding are difficult for off, withouthdp from of:

(34) Thisisthechar off *(of) which Robin fell.
(35) Thisisthechar which Robin fell off *(of).

Culicover argues tha off NP isafull redudion of off ! NP, because they have the
same distribution with respect to these propeties:

(36) *Thisisthechar off ! which Robin fell.
(37) *Thisisthechar which Robin fell off !.

If thisistrue then we can explain therestriction againg (34) in terms of stylistic
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discord as well: off !, and hence off, are too informal to pied-pipe
This idea could aso explain why off cannot strand. It could follow from
gened regtrictionsonredudion, if off isareduced form of off | . Compare:

(38) She@thepeson| told youl didn®approveof / *!.

It is well-known tha this type of phonobgical redudionis barred in phrase-find
postion (Selkirk 1984; Inkdas and Zec 1993) Since stranding occurs phrase-
findly, off asareduced form of off ! would not be expected to strand.

4, Interim summary

Thechaotic picture tha Culicover presents actudly has an undelying orderliness;

it followsfromthese geneaal prindples:

» The QLeft Branch ConditionOor equivalent: wh specifiers do not strand their
headsin wh- dependency condrudions (hence no stranding with ago)

* No phrase-find phonobgica redudion (hence off ! does not strand).

*  Specifiers precedethdr heads (ago notwithganding,).

* Heads precede thar complements (hence all transtive prepostions precede
thar argument).

In addition to these genera prindples, theandyses | have given have appedled to

a couple of descriptive gengdlizations tha could still be made to follow from

degper andyses:

* Tempora prepostionshave difficulty stranding.

* Abslute participles do not pied-pipe

| have also made use of some lexica gtipulations agois intrangtive and requires

a specifier, nowithganding, is limited to absolute congructions and off is an

extremely reduced form of off | . However, we do not need to stipulate restrictions

ontheability of individud prepostionsto strand or pied-pipe

5. Additional cases
Having exhauged al of Culicover@ examples does not imply tha there are no
prepostionstha are arbitrarily restricted from pied-piping or stranding. Indeed,
there are some othe prepostionlike words tha do not pied-pipe These are
discussed by Huddleston and Pullum (2003)in ther respons to Maling (1983) in
the context of a debae on whether to andyze certain words (near, opposte, like,
unlike, due dueto, worth) as adjectives or prepostions

A diagnogic Huddleston and Pullum give for status as a prepostion is
predicativity as a fronted adjund: fronted adjunds headed by adjectives mug be
interpreted as predicating over the subject of the sentence; thoe headed by
prepostionsneed not be. In the following example, both the adjective alone and
the prepostion ashore are interpreted as predicating over the subject:

(39) Findly ashore/alone, Johncould relax.
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Such a predicative interpretation is impossible when the subject is an expletive
pronoun, and in tha case only the prepostion is grammatical (Huddleston and
Pullum 2002 p. 531)

(40)  Alone/*ashore, there was much drunkenness.

By this diagnodic, like and unlike appear to be somewha ambiguousbeween
adjective and prepostion. Like is margind heading a nonpredicative fronted
adjund:

(41) *Jug like LA, there was alot of smog. [H& PG judgment]
Unlikeis better:
(42)  Unlike yesterday, 1@n feeling full of energy.

Both like and unlike can also fundion as predicative fronted adjunds, and as the
complement to become, which is a diagnostic indicating adjectivehood, so they
can certainly fundion as adjectives as well as prepostions In ther prepostiond
fundion, it does not appear tha they can pied-pipe

(43)  *Seattleisaplace like which we have alot of fog here.
(44) *Tha wasatimein my life unlike which I®n feeling full of energy now.

In this case agan, however, the putative pied-pipes are very informa words,
which is stylistically discordant with theformality of the pied-piping condruction.

Given ther informality, we might expect like and unlike to strand instead, but
this does not appear to be possible either:

(45)  *Seattleisaplace which we have alot of fog here like.
(46) *Tha wasatimein my life which |®n feeling full of energy now unlike.

When they fundion as prepostions however, like and unlike head quite clause-
periphed adjunds; thisisalikely explanaionfor thar inability to strand.

Two other undear cases discussed by Huddleston and Pullum (2003) which
pass thetest for nonpredicativity of fronted adjuncts, are effective and abent:

(47)  Absent further judification, nothing can bedone
(48) Effective tomorrow morning, fares will increase.

| foundsome tokensof pied-piped absent ontheinternet, which soundfineto me:

(49) These condtitutive prindples indude... both a prindple of veracity and a
princple of credulity, absent which we would beunaleto...
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Thus absent behaves as a regular prepostion. It does not appear that absent can
strand:

(50) *These are princples which civilization would beimpossible absent.

As suggested by the erudite language in examples (47) and (49), abent is highly
formal, so we would not expect to find it stranded.
Unlike absent, it seems that effective cannot pied-pipe

(51) *Thaistheday effective which fareswill increase.

Effective is a very formal word, so there is no styligtic discord here. Rather, the
explanaion for its inability to pied-pipe seemsto lie in the categoria andysis of
effective; it seems tha effective is not a prepostion, despite its ability to head a
nonpredicative fronted adjund. This is supported by its complementation
behavior; it resists NP complements:

(52) Effective *(at) 8am, fareswill increase.

Other temporal prepostionssuch as since and before combine directly with bare
time expressions since 8am before 8am

In summary, none of Huddleston and Pullum®@ cases provide any further
judtification for Culicover@ claim that the features [STRAND] and [PIEDPIPE] must
be set individudly for each word onthe basis of postive experience.

6. Conclusion

Individud prepostionsdo not differ arbitrarily in ther ability to strand or pied-
pipe This removes the argument that the features [STRAND] and [PIEDPIPE] mugt
be set for each word individudly on the basis of pogtive experience (nor is there
even any evidence tha such features exist).

Prepostions do not differ arbitrarily in whether they precede or follow ther
argument, either. [PRECeDE NP] and [FoLLow NP] are likewise not features tha
mug be set individudly onthebasis of postive experience, if they exist.

In her review of Syntactic Nuts, Janet Dean Fodor (2001) writes that Qhe
route we have to take toward a true theory of the periphayOis to evauae
conjectures which Qelate the stipulations to the genera ecology of natural
languaye grammars.OSome of what has been presented here can be seen as a step
in that direction, and some of it goes even further: seen againg the backdrop of
genead condraints of thegrammar, idiosyncrasies can even disappear.

Does this mean tha there are no features tha mug be set individudly for each
word on the basis of postive expeience (or another mechanism tha acquires
arbitrary lexica ggp9? Maybe Claims of abitrary lexica variation like
Culicovee® have been made for othe phenomena aso in the context of
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learnability. Thedative aternaionisthe celebrity amongthese (Baker 1979)

(53) a  Suegaw/donatd $100to thelibrary.
b. Suegaw/*donated thelibrary $100Q

The causative dternaion has aso been treated as a case of arbitrary lexical
variation (Bowerman 1988 p. 84):

(54) a  Tha hugebite made her choke/gagkough
b. Tha hugebite choked/gaggel/*coughel her.

Over the decades, andyses have been proposd to account for these argument
structure aternations Grimshawv (2005) shows tha the daive dterndion is
conditionad by a conjundion of metrical and lexical semantic constraints; all non
alternaing dative verbs are eithe of the wrong semantic type or have the wrong
metrical structure (being longe than one metrical foot). Levin and Rappaoort-
Hovay (1995) explain the contrasts in (54) udng the semantic conoept of
internally-caused vs. externally-caused events; only the latter can undego the
causative aterndion.

Baker (1979) offered two othe putative examples of arbitrary lexical
variation, illudrated in (55) and (56).

(55) a  Itislikely/probeble that Robin will succeed.
b. Robinislikey/*probéable to succeed.

(56) a  Michdle seems/hgppensto be hgppy.
b. Michdle seems*happenshagopy.

| do not know of a systematic, observable difference between adjectives tha
allow raising, like likely, and those tha do not, like probabk; likewise, | do not
know of a systematic difference between those verbs tha alow adjectival
complements along with infinitival complements and those tha do not But these
remaining cases are in peril; perhgps the reader or | will soon have a clever
andysisto offer. If we can explain al of these cases, then maybe arbitrary lexical
gaps of this nature do not exist. If they don®exig, then maybe the learner is not
Qonservative,O at least about assigning syntactic propeties to words, or
CittentiveOto the syntax of individud words.
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