Text: 

Bartsch, Renate / Lenerz, Jürgen / Ullmer-Ehrich, Veronika (1977): Einführung in die Syntax. Kronberg: Scriptor.

2.3. The “Standard Theory”

Idealizations touch the essential core of what is to be considered. This is common scientific method and procedure. The assumption of competence as an intuitive knowledge of the rules of language. What we call a “feeling for the language” adequately paraphrases it. A Generative Grammar is thus a model of the competence of an ideal speaker-hearer of a language. This model has to be described in a metalinguistic manner. The metalanguage is a formal language. 

2.3.1. The Basis (Deep Structure (DS))

2.3.1.1. Phrase Structure Rules (PSR)

PSRs are rewriting rules. Definitions of functional categories like “subject”, “predicate” and “object” are possible by recurring to positions of nodes (NP, VP) in a phrase marker. The first basic assumption is: 



(1) S ( NP + VP
This relies implicitly on some traditional assumptions made by American Structuralism: Immediate Constituent Analysis (methodology: binary branching). Tests for Constituency underpin (1). PSRs only generate Deep Structures (DS).

2.3.1.2. Subcategorization

Introduction of features. Features like “animate”, “human” and “abstract” are not only semantically relevant. They are syntactically relevant (“syntactic-semantic” features
). These “intermediate” features are not structured hierarchically – they cannot be for a couple of reasons:

(A) Crossclassification: Categories may appear several times in the hierarchy. This should logically not be the case.

(B) Some generalizations simply cannot be represented (p. 122 (58)). A subclass of animate nouns is excluded.

(C) The relation “immediate constituent (IC) of X” is something totally different than “subclass of X”. “IC” ≠ “Subclass of”. Clashing terminology.

Result: feature matrix (p. 124 (62)). What (60) thus says is: “has the feature X”. Thus rephrasing (and maybe solving) the problem in (20) (C. 1965: 82). Maybe this could also be called “allocation” of syntactic-semantic features? A different kind of rule?

Different kinds of subcategorization rules: See p. 127 (66). What basically happens is that the PSRs generate the preterminal strings ( feature matrixes are added ( lexical insertion. The (main) verb seems to carry with it the most complex kinds of features (context-sensitive rules). Note: Somewhat disturbingly, the V – NP relation seems to be inverted. Why this is the case perhaps depends on the text being in German. Anyway, we assume the linear order given in (1) – therefore the placeholder in context-sensitive rules for V should come before the NP and not behind it (see also p. 129 (67) d)).

Today we may call the matrixes “feature slots” and the things going on could be described as: “Insert appropriate lexical item according to the restrictions given by the subcategorization rules.”
Good summary on p. 133.

DS appears to be pretty much the same for all languages:

“To say that formal properties of the base will provide the framework for the characterization of universal categories is to assume that much of the structure of the base is common to all languages” (C. 1965: 117).    

� It would be interesting, today, to check how much of interface-thinking comes into play here. Especially, since Chomsky often says that a strict boundary between syntax and semantics cannot be drawn.





