SYNTACTIC VARIATION AND LINGUISTIC COMPETENCE:

THE CASE OF AAVE COPULA ABSENCE

a dissertation submitted to the department of linguistics and the committee on graduate studies of stanford university in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of doctor of philosophy

Emily M. Bender October 2000

© Copyright by Emily M. Bender 2001 All Rights Reserved

I certify that I have read this dissertation and that in my opinion it is fully adequate, in scope and quality, as a dissertation for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

Thomas Wasow (Principal Co-Advisor)

I certify that I have read this dissertation and that in my opinion it is fully adequate, in scope and quality, as a dissertation for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

Penelope Eckert (Principal Co-Advisor)

I certify that I have read this dissertation and that in my opinion it is fully adequate, in scope and quality, as a dissertation for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

John Rickford

I certify that I have read this dissertation and that in my opinion it is fully adequate, in scope and quality, as a dissertation for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

Ivan A. Sag

I certify that I have read this dissertation and that in my opinion it is fully adequate, in scope and quality, as a dissertation for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

Arnold Zwicky

Approved for the University Committee on Graduate Studies:

Abstract

This thesis explores the implications for competence theories of syntax of the data on variation found by sociolinguists working in the Labovian tradition, through a case study of variable copula absence in African American Vernacular English (AAVE).

A distributional analysis of the categorical constraints on AAVE copula absence shows that it is indeed a syntactic, rather than phonological variable, contra Labov (1969, 1995). Further, its analysis requires a phonologically empty element, even the surface-oriented framework of Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar (HPSG) (Pollard and Sag 1994).

AAVE copula absence is also subject to well-studied and robust non-categorical grammatical constraints. Previous formal approaches to such non-categorical constraints on variation treat non-categorical grammatical constraints as separate from whatever social constraints might also apply. Building on the idea that variation is socially meaningful (Labov 1963, Eckert 2000), I propose that, on the contrary, social and grammatical constraints interact: social constraints are conceptualized as the social meaning of a variable, and grammatical constraints as the intensifying or attenuating effect of the grammatical environment on the social meaning or social value of the variable. This hypothesis is tested and substantiated by a matched-guise experiment, focusing on the effect of the following grammatical environment.

Three types of linguistic knowledge seem to be involved in the judgments the participants gave in the experimental task: knowledge of social meaning attached to linguistic forms, direct knowledge of a grammatical structure that is computable from more basic signs already in the grammar, and knowledge of the frequentistic, non-categorical grammatical constraints on variation. Traditional conceptions of linguistic competence place all three of these types of knowledge outside the grammar proper. However, I argue that that distinction is not based on empirical evidence and should be subject to reevaluation. Further, I suggest that sign-based grammars are uniquely suited as models for exploring possible extensions of linguistic competence and that sociolinguistic variation, the social value of variables and the non-categorical grammatical constraints that apply to them provide an interesting locus for the study of the boundaries of linguistic competence.

Acknowledgements

First and foremost, I would like to thank my advisors Tom Wasow and Penny Eckert, and the rest of my committee, Ivan Sag, John Rickford, and Arnold Zwicky. A great privilege of being a student is having other people help develop one’s ideas. With teachers like these, it was a privilege indeed. Their influence and guidance are apparent to me on every page of this thesis. They imparted their views of what language is, how it works, and how to study it, and I treasure this gift.

In addition, I would like to thank Tom for believing in me and my ideas from start to finish, for the way in which talking to him always brought out my best ideas, for being heroically prompt with feedback and for being a role model for how to lead an academic life. I would like to thank Penny for her enthusiasm for my topic, for always reminding me that things are never so simple, and for helping me to treat the social issues with subtlety. I would like to thank Ivan for welcoming me to Stanford and treating me as a colleague from the first, for reading my work critically, and for never being satisfied with pat answers. I would like to thank John for welcoming me to the copula lair and for sharing his vast expertise on this topic. Finally, I would like to thank Arnold for teaching a class on syntax and style just as I started this project, for sharing his joy at discovering this common interest, and for gently pointing out that the questions I asked could be fruitfully worked on for a lifetime, and, therefore, I couldn’t expect to answer them all in my thesis.

I am grateful to the National Science Foundation for a Graduate Research Fellowship, to the Stanford Humanities and Sciences Graduate Alumni Association for a Dissertation Fellowship, and to the Department of Linguistics at Stanford for additional support. I am also grateful to the Department of Linguistics at Cornell

University for welcoming me as a visiting scholar during the final year of this project.

The experimental work reported in this dissertation would not have been possible without the help of many people. I am indebted to Jennifer Iljas and Mark Thomas for enthusiastically embracing the idea of research at a community college, and for getting the project approved, providing facilities to run the experiment and above all for allowing me and helping me to recruit students from Mark Thomas’s class. I am grateful to Kristofer Jennings for his patient help with the statistics used in the analysis of the results. I came to him with some ideas of how to interpret the numbers. He turned those ideas into legitimate statistical tests and developed a computer program for running those tests, and then patiently explained to me how both worked. Finally, I would like to thank the many people who participated in my experiment, as speakers and listeners, for generously contributing their time, voices, and judgments, and for their interest in my project.

Likewise, the syntactic analysis would not have been possible without the patient cooperation of my four native-speaker consultants: Stacy Fambro, Andrea Kortenhoven, Sonja Lanehart, and Tracey Weldon. They tirelessly and promptly responded to seemingly endless sets of sentences arriving by email, not only giving their judgments but often offering other information about the sentences that guided my analysis and greatly sped up the process. I am also grateful to Stacy and Andrea for help early on as I designed the experiment. And finally, I thank Stacy for telling me her stories and introducing me to her friends, helping to me to feel less ignorant about the community whose language I have been studying.

My years at Stanford would not have been the joy that they were without the friends I made along the way: Susanne Riehemann, to whom I am grateful for much stimulating discussion on thesis-related topics and otherwise, and for the thrill of converging ideas; Tracy King, a role model and living proof that there is life after grad school; Dan Flickinger, who always brightens everyone’s day and is a genuine pleasure to work with; Cathryn Donohue, Martina Faller, Andrea Kortenhoven, Eunjin Oh, Ida Toivonen, Jean Braithwaite, Jennifer Arnold, Yukiko Morimoto, Rob Malouf, Dave McKercher, Kathryn Campbell-Kibler, Mary Rose, Sarah Benor, Stacy Fambro, Chris Kuszmaul, and Raph Thomadsen.

To Vijay Menon, my husband of three months and soul mate of nine years, I am grateful for the million ways in which you have supported me throughout this project, starting with understanding when I chose to go to Stanford, 3,000 miles away from you. Whether across the country or right near by, you have helped me to keep my perspective and courage in the face of what seemed at times an impossible task. As we move on to new things and dream new dreams, you are my greatest source of happiness, my safe harbor, my home.

Finally, I would like to thank my parents Sheila Bender and Jim Bender, and my step-parents, Ann Venables and Kurt VanderSluis. Their love and support were not only instrumental in my finishing this project, but indeed made me who I am. Many years ago, they sent me to college saying, “Major in whatever you want. We’re sure you’ll make something of it.” Mom, Dad, Ann, Kurt: Here it is!

xii

Contents

Abstract vii

Acknowledgements ix

1 Introduction 1

2 Background: Construction-HPSG 5 2.1 The basics: types, constraints, and the core grammar . . . . . . . . . 5 2.2 Hierarchies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 2.3 Grammar without empty categories . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26 2.3.1 Raising and control . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26 2.3.2 Pro-drop . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31 2.3.3 Extraction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33 2.3.4 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39 2.4 Constructions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40 2.4.1 Correlative conditionals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41 2.4.2 Relative clauses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43 2.4.3 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45 2.5 Properties of English auxiliaries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46 2.5.1 Negation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50 2.5.2 Inversion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 65 2.5.3 Ellipsis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68 2.5.4 Tag questions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 72 2.6 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 75

3 The Syntax of AAVE Copula Absence 77 3.1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 77 3.2 Data collection . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 78 3.3 The phonological deletion analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 80 3.3.1 Formalization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 80 3.3.2 Distributional evidence . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 82 3.3.3 Variable evidence . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 92 3.3.4 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 95 3.4 Constructional analysis I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 95 3.4.1 Formalization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 96 3.4.2 The basic facts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 98 3.4.3 Subject extraction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101 3.5 Constructional analysis II . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101 3.5.1 Formalization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101 3.5.2 The basic facts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 103 3.5.3 Further facts: Subject extraction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 104 3.5.4 Existentials . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 107 3.5.5 Ellipsis and not . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 115 3.5.6 Complement extraction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 116 3.5.7 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 118 3.6 A silent verb analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 118 3.6.1 Formalization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 118 3.6.2 The basic facts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 119 3.6.3 Further facts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 121 3.6.4 Complement extraction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 123 3.6.5 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 125 3.7 Constructional analysis III . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 126 3.7.1 Formalization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 126 3.7.2 The basic facts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 129 3.7.3 Further facts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 130 3.7.4 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 131

3.8 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 131

4 Non-categorical constraints in perception 133 4.1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 133 4.2 Non-categorical constraints in production . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 134 4.2.1 Linguistic variables . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 134 4.2.2 The AAVE copula as a linguistic variable . . . . . . . . . . . . 137 4.2.3 Social constraints on the AAVE copula . . . . . . . . . . . . . 140 4.2.4 Grammatical constraints on the AAVE copula . . . . . . . . . 141 4.3 Hypothesis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 146 4.4 Methodology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 148 4.4.1 Stimuli . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 150 4.4.2 Participants . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 156 4.4.3 Running of the experiment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 162 4.5 Results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 168 4.5.1 Language attitudes questionnaire . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 169 4.5.2 Copula presence vs. copula absence . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 172 4.5.3 Effect of the following grammatical environment . . . . . . . . 181 4.6 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 186

5 Previous approaches 187 5.1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 187 5.1.1 Variation and grammar . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 188 5.1.2 Social meaning . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 195 5.1.3 Data to be accounted for . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 201 5.2 Variable rules . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 205 5.2.1 Variable rules as a part of linguistic competence . . . . . . . . 206 5.2.2 Variable rules and social value . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 211 5.2.3 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 214 5.3 Optimality Theory . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 215 5.3.1 Partially unranked constraints . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 216 5.3.2 Floating constraints . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 218

5.3.3 Probabilistic OT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 219 5.3.4 Stylistic variation in OT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 220 5.3.5 Variation and social value in OT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 236 5.3.6 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 239 5.4 Functionalist accounts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 239 5.4.1 Social value on a functionalist account . . . . . . . . . . . . . 241 5.4.2 Empirical tests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 242 5.4.3 A functional explanation for copula absence? . . . . . . . . . . 247 5.4.4 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 257 5.5 Conclusion: Social value and grammar . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 258

6 Conclusion 261 6.1 What grammar is a model of . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 262 6.1.1 Community grammar v. individual grammar . . . . . . . . . . 263 6.1.2 Linguistic competence and psychological reality . . . . . . . . 265 6.2 What’s in the grammar I: Social meaning . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 268 6.2.1 Kinds of social meaning . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 268 6.2.2 Some complications . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 272 6.2.3 Arguments for inclusion in the grammar . . . . . . . . . . . . 278 6.3 What’s in the grammar II: Minimalist v. maximalist syntax . . . . . 280 6.3.1 Usage-based model . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 281 6.3.2 Linguistic evidence . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 282 6.3.3 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 285 6.4 What’s in the grammar III: Probabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 286 6.4.1 Resting activation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 286 6.4.2 A tentative formal proposal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 288 6.4.3 Interacting factors and context effects . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 293 6.5 The boundaries of grammar: Some heuristics and examples . . . . . . 294 6.5.1 Arbitrariness/language specificity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 295 6.5.2 Structure: A system of contrasts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 296 6.5.3 Creativity of use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 297

6.5.4 Heideggerian thrownness of use/acquisition. . . . . . . . . . . 298 6.5.5 Context sensitivity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 300 6.6 Grammar as practice . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 304 6.6.1 Linguistic knowledge in a social theory of language . . . . . . 305 6.6.2 Problematizing grammaticality judgments . . . . . . . . . . . 306 6.7 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 307 xviii

List of Tables

3.1 Environments disallowing both contraction and copula absence . . . . 83 3.2 Effect of preceding phonological environment, South Harlem . . . . . 93 3.3 Effect of preceding phonological environment, East Palo Alto . . . . . 94

4.1 Copula absence in different communities, by following environment . 144 4.2 Pairwise rankings of environments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 145 4.3 Wolfram’s copula absence by following grammatical environment and social class . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 147 4.4 Rating scales used by Lambert et al. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 149 4.5 Scales used for the experiment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 154 4.6 Statements for language attitudes questionnaire . . . . . . . . . . . . 155 4.7 Groups of listeners . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 156 4.8 Demographic questionnaire . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 157 4.9 Age and gender information, by group . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 157 4.10 Ethnicity and home state/country, by group . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 158 4.11 Current, former, mother’s and father’s occupation, Groups I-II . . . . 160 4.12 Current, former, mother’s and father’s occupation, Groups III-V . . . 161 4.13 Statements for language attitudes questionnaire (reprise) . . . . . . . 170 4.14 Responses to language attitudes questionnaire . . . . . . . . . . . . . 171 4.15 A* > P*, by group and scale . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 174 4.16 A* ‘≥’ P*, by group and scale . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 176 4.17 P* > A*, by group and scale . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 176 4.18 P* > A* by listener and scale, Group I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 177 4.19 P* > A* by listener and scale, Group II . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 178

4.20 P* > A* by listener and scale, Group III . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 179 4.21 P* > A* by listener and scale, Group IV . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 180 4.22 P* > A* by listener and scale, Group V . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 180 4.23 Effect of following grammatical environment, all groups . . . . . . . . 184

5.1 Rickford and McNair-Knox’s Varbrul input probabilities and factor weights for two interviews . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 212 5.2 Constraints violated: light/high V stems . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 222 5.3 Constraints violated: heavy/low V stems . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 223 5.4 Constraints violated: heavy/mid V stems . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 223 5.5 Predicted and observed frequencies of strong and weak forms . . . . . 224 5.6 Partial rankings and predicted frequencies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 225 5.7 Constraints violated: copula absence/presence . . . . . . . . . . . . . 226 5.8 Predicted languages . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 228 5.9 Constraint violations and predicted frequencies . . . . . . . . . . . . . 229 5.10 Possible rerankings of inclusion hierarchy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 230 5.11 Predicted frequencies with floating constraints I . . . . . . . . . . . . 232 5.12 Predicted frequencies with floating contraints (all) . . . . . . . . . . . 233 5.13 A few discrete styles . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 238 5.14 Guy’s English coronal stop deletion by morphological class . . . . . . 242 5.15 Coronal stop deletion by following segment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 243 5.16 Guy’s Cornonal stop deletion in 4 morphological classes . . . . . . . . 245 5.17 Guy’s Denasalization in PBP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 246 5.18 Rickford’s Summary of copula absence rates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 248

List of Figures

2.1 Lexical entry for likes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 2.2 Abbreviated lexical entry for likes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 2.3 Abbreviated lexical entry for Kim . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 2.4 Abbreviated lexical entry for bagels . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 2.5 Head-complements phrase (abbreviated) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 2.6 Head-complements phrase headed by likes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 2.7 Head-complements phrase likes bagels . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 2.8 Head-subject phrase (abbreviated) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 2.9 Head-subject phrase headed by likes bagels . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17 2.10 Head-subject phrase Kim likes bagels . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 2.11 Tree version of Kim likes bagels . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 2.12 Miniature type hierarchy of headed phrases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 2.13 Headed phrase . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21 2.14 Head-complements phrase, as a subtype . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 2.15 (Standard) English agreement types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 2.16 Multiple inheritance hierarchy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24 2.17 Hierarchy for types introduced so far . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 2.18 Raising: A lexical entry for tend . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27 2.19 Control: A lexical entry for try . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 2.20 Raising: A lexical entry for to . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30 2.21 Constituent structure in raising/control sentences . . . . . . . . . . . 30 2.22 Some constraints on mita with a missing object . . . . . . . . . . . . 32 2.23 Argument Realization Principle for Japanese-type language . . . . . . 32

2.24 Argument Realization Principle for Italian-type language . . . . . . . 33 2.25 Movement analysis of extraction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34 2.26 Slash analysis of extraction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35 2.27 Lexical entry for likes with an extracted complement . . . . . . . . . 36 2.28 Traceless analysis of extraction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37 2.29 Argument Realization Principle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38 2.30 gap-ss . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38 2.31 Sag’s (1997) hierarchy of phrase types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 2.32 Lexical entry for be . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48 2.33 Be with sentential negation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51 2.34 Constituent structure of sentential negation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51 2.35 finite-verb-phrase, subtype of head-comps-phrase . . . . . . . . . . . . 53 2.36 Negation subhierarchy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55 2.37 Koenig’s hierarchy of signs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57 2.38 Constituent structure of complex lexemes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57 2.39 Integrating auxiliary negation into Koenig’s hierarchy of signs . . . . 58 2.40 Constraints on the type negated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 59 2.41 Constraints on the type n’t-form . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60 2.42 Constraints on the type not-arg . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61 2.43 Constraints on the type wide-neg-scope . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62 2.44 Constraints on the type narrow-neg-scope . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62 2.45 Two subtypes of n’t-form . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 64 2.46 Subject-auxiliary inversion construction (preliminary version) . . . . . 66 2.47 Ellipsis construction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68 2.48 Constraints on the type elided . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70 2.49 Subhierarchy of category types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70 2.50 Subhierarchy of synsem types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 71 2.51 Subject-auxiliary inversion construction (final version) . . . . . . . . . 72 2.52 Constraints on the type tag-phrase . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 73

3.1 Labov’s phonological rules for copula absence . . . . . . . . . . . . . 81

3.2 Zero copula phrase . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 97 3.3 Zero copula phrase — present tense only . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100 3.4 Constituent structure under constructional analysis II . . . . . . . . . 102 3.5 Predicative VP construction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 102 3.6 Argument Realization Principle, repeated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 104 3.7 Subject extraction with predicative-VP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 106 3.8 Constituent structure of existentials I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 108 3.9 Constituent structure of for existentials, II . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 109 3.10 Be-NP structure for existentials . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 110 3.11 Predicative not . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 116 3.12 Silent be inflectional type . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 119 3.13 A further constraint on the silent be inflectional type . . . . . . . . . 122 3.14 Revised constraint on the comps list of silent be . . . . . . . . . . . . 124 3.15 Headed-phrase (revised) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 127 3.16 Head-complements phrase (revised) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 127 3.17 Silent copula phrase . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 128 3.18 Instance of silent-copula-phrase with no daughters . . . . . . . . . . . 131

4.1 Instructions for main experimental task . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 163 4.2 Presentation of scales . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 164 4.3 Instructions for language attitudes questionnaire . . . . . . . . . . . . 166 4.4 Sample observations with no sentences rated exactly the same . . . . 173 4.5 Sample observations with some sentences rated exactly the same . . . 175

5.1 Parallel hierarchies of systems . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 202 5.2 Labov’s variable rule of copula deletion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 206 5.3 Example OT tableau . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 216 5.4 Anttila’s final partial grammar for Finnish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 221 5.5 Renamed constraints, sets 3 and 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 222 5.6 Constraints with overlapping distributions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 227 5.7 Style with less frequent copula absence . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 235 5.8 Style with more frequent copula absence . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 235

5.9 Model of decreolization in the Caribbean English Creole copula system 256

6.1 Extended grammar . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 282 6.2 Competing entries for copular sentences with NP predicates . . . . . 292 6.3 Competing entries for copular sentences with V+ing predicates . . . . 292 6.4 Tree illustrating locality of selection . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 301 6.5 Trees encoding the dependency between interpretation of that and its syntactic context . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 303