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Introduction 
The present thesis attempts to elaborate a grammatical, mainly syntactic, analysis of a cross-

linguistic phenomenon that is referred to as Adult Root Infinitive (ARI, following Etxpepare & 

Grohmann 2002), or alternatively, from a more general, pragmatically oriented perspective, as In-

credulity Response Construction (IRC, according to Lambrecht 1990). Although, intuitively, the latter 

terminology might seem more apt to capture the overall nature of the phenomenon under ex-

amination, for the time being I will adopt the designation ARI, which better suits the syntactic 

orientation of the present study. For the most part, the focus will lie on the English language, 

with occasional digressions into other languages to make explicit cross-linguistic commonalities 

as well as contrasts.  

 Based on the following example, let me make some few preliminary observations regarding 

the ARI.  

 
(1) Him read a book?!  

 

As becomes clear from the contextual embedding of (1), it is to be read as an incredulous and ex-

clamatory reply (orthographically signalled by the punctuation mark ‘?!’) to a previously uttered 

statement. In addition, it can be followed by an expression of doubt.   

 
(2)  I think John is in his room, reading a book. – Him read a book?! I don’t think so! (He only reads 

linguistic journals.) 
 

ARIs are interesting for their rather peculiar syntactic structure, as compared to other sentence 

types like declaratives, questions, or imperatives: they are non-finite main clauses1, a property that 

is (almost) exclusively reserved to subordinate clauses. Another, English-specific, idiosyncrasy of 

the ARI is that its subject is in the accusative case, rather than in the nominative, again something 

that is normally only found in subordinate clauses. 

 
(3)  a. HimACC read a book?! 
 b. INOM saw [himACC read a book].  
 c. INOM saw [that heNOM read a book]. 

 

It was in a seminar on functional syntax during the winter semester 2006/2007 that I first 

encountered the ARI, under its functionalist guise as Incredulity Response Construction. In his intro-

duction to cognitive grammar – the functionalist antithesis to formalist generative grammar2 –, 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 

 

1 To be precise, they are infinitival, which is only one instantiation of non-finiteness. 
2 It should be noted, however, that ‘cognitive grammar’ as well as ‘functionalism’ are mere cover terms for a variety 

of theories that can be broadly subsumed under ‘functionalism’, which is more of a theoretical persuasion than a 
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verse constructions based on scalar idiosyncrasy/idiomaticity, which even individualised transitive 

structures into a construction: [NPNOM Vtrans NPACC]. I wondered whether, instead of an unre-

stricted categorisation of syntactic structures into a seemingly arbitrary number of constructions 

(not only by theoretical linguists, but also by children acquiring language), a minimal algorithm 

that could abstract over practically any syntactic structure in a maximally general fashion (or, at 

least claims to be able to do so) would not be more adequate, both methodologically and empiri-

cally. As I dug deeper into the generativist literature that might shed light on a generative theory 

of the ARI – drawing from resources that actually covered more general domains of linguistic 

analysis, such as finiteness or child language acquisition, rather than the ARI itself –, I unexpect-

edly stumbled upon a number of quite recent works by the generative linguists Ricardo Etxepare 

and Kleanthes Grohmann, which were exclusively dedicated to the ARI in all its grammatical fac-

ets (cf. e.g. Etxepare & Grohmann 2005). This came as a surprise since I did not come across 

those works during my initial literature research on the topic, even though it was rather extensive. 

In the following, I encountered yet other mentions of the ARI each under a different name in 

various publications (cf. 2.1), and eventually realised that it must be due to its supposed peripher-

ality that authors are frequently not aware of each other’s work (with the notable exception of the 

loci classici referred to above). In the end, the collective findings derivable from those works were 

rich enough to serve as a theoretical foundation for an analysis of the ARI that does make use of 

the general principles provided in the generative theory of syntax. However, while a generalised 

analysis of the ARI, instead of a constructional one, seemed at least reasonable to me at that 

point4, a new problem arose as to the exact syntactic structure of the ARI within generative the-

ory. As it would turn out, this issue has actually received at least a minimum of attention (i.e. 

Progovac 2006, Etxepare & Grohmann 2002ff.), enabling a contrastive discussion of the differ-

ent options as to the schematic syntactic structure (not in the sense of constructionism) that are 

made available by generative syntactic theory. 

 Against this background, I have decided to pursue two broad hypotheses in the present 

study: The stronger, intertheoretical hypothesis is that a generative theory can grammatically de-

scribe the ARI at least as well as cognitive grammar does. The weaker, intratheoretical hypothesis 

is that the ARI forms a full, non-defective sentence, just like any other syntactic root structure corre-

sponding to a sentence type. In order to be able to approach these two issues, I proceed as fol-

lows.  

In chapter 1 (pp. 5-32), I will develop a framework of syntax that builds on the generative 
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
4 Incidentally, it should be pointed out that whereas it might be the case for the ARI that it can be structurally de-

scribed in a generalised fashion, this does not automatically extend to all the other constructions assumed in CG. 
However, since one paradigmatic opposition between the generative and the constructionist approach to syntax 
consists in the tension between full generalisability and scalar idiomaticity, respectively, it is a desirable inter-
theoretical research agenda for generative linguistics to attempt to provide generalised analyses of constructions. 
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theory of linguistic minimalism, as initiated by Noam Chomsky (1995), by way of selectively syn-

thesising the theorems relevant to the present study. More specifically, I will present a compact 

survey of the origin of linguistic minimalism (cf. 1.1), followed by an outline of the workings and 

architecture of minimalist syntax (cf. 1.2), including related phenomena not exclusively syntactic 

in nature (cf. 1.2.8ff.). It goes without saying that, for reasons of space, the theoretical introduc-

tion can only proceed on the surface of things, with many not uncontroversial assumptions pre-

supposed and left undiscussed. Where necessary, footnotes will provide relevant background in-

formation, alternative views, and other information considered helpful to the understanding of a 

given phenomenon. 

 In chapter 2 (pp. 32-63), I will critically survey three studies that have previously dealt with 

the ARI in chronological order (i.e. Akmajian 1984, Lambrecht 1900, and E&G 2002ff.), thus 

paving the way for my own analysis in chapter 3. According to the two working hypotheses for-

mulated above, I will not only argue against a constructionist approach to the ARI as it is pur-

ported by Lambrecht (1990) (cf. 2.3), but also critically examine the other two generativist works 

(Akmajian 1984 and E&G 2002ff.). It will turn out that, for historical reasons, Akmajian (1984) is 

too simplistic in his approach to the ARI (cf. 2.2), while the more recent works by Etxepare & 

Grohmann (e.g. 2005) treat the ARI too carelessly, developing a very intricate, but ultimately in-

adequate theory (cf. 2.3). I would like to emphasise that although I do not completely agree with 

the respective theoretical views advocated by any of those studies, I nonetheless consider many 

of their observations as to the grammar of the ARI invaluable (to varying degrees) in developing 

my own theory. 

 In chapter 3 (pp. 92-100), I will pick up the findings that have resulted from the survey in 

chapter 2, integrating them into my own theory by way of synthesis. More precisely, my analysis 

will proceed along four major issues concerning the ARI.  

  
(i)  Its textual status (Is it only one sentence, or does it consist of two clauses, comprising the 

expression of doubt following it?) (cf. 3.2).  
(ii) Its syntactic structure (Can the clausal structure underlying other sentences also be as-

sumed/motivated for the ARI?) (cf. 3.3).  
(iii)  Its non-finiteness (What does it mean for a structure to be finite, and how does this corre-

late with morphosyntactic properties?) (cf. 3.4).  
(iv) Its pragmaticosemantic status (Does the ARI contain illocutionary force?) (cf. 3.5).  

 
To put it more generally, I reject reductionist approaches that consider the ARI a defective struc-

ture deprived of certain properties deemed ‘regular’ (let alone a constructionist approach, which 

essentially views the ARI as a formal idiom), instead preferring a rich functional structure similar 

to that of other common root sentences. The proposal to analyse the ARI as an independent sen-

tence type falls out naturally from the discussion of (i)-(iv), and of the study as a whole, will be to 

propose an analysis of the ARI as a sentence type. 
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1 Linguistic minimalism: A synthesis 
1.1 The Minimalist Program 

 The minimalist approach to linguistics was first explicitly formulated in Chomsky (1995), 

The Minimalist Program, and is one of the most recent major revisions of the theory of generative 

linguistics, originally initiated by Noam Chomsky in 1957. What caused linguistic minimalism5 to 

emerge can be best understood by retracing the evolution of generative linguistics from its begin-

nings (1950s) to more recent times (1990s), along the major issues it had to face and the corre-

sponding solutions it produced. In the early days of generative linguistics, one issue took centre 

stage: how could a child possibly be able to learn language, apparently without any effort, given 

the impoverished and often defective linguistic input it is exposed to (i.e. the poverty of the 

stimulus problem). The behaviourist model of language learning, which was prevalent back then, 

posited that language was acquired on a stimulus/response basis (cf. Skinner 1957). This view 

was famously rejected by Chomsky (1959) in favour of a nativist model of language acquisition, 

thus initiating the cognitive turn in linguistics, and in psychology in general: the faculty of lan-

guage (FL) must be wired into the human mind/brain to some extent (internalist perspective; cf. 

Chomsky 1965), and cannot be exclusively acquired from the environment (externalist perspec-

tive). Since this conception of language entails that at least some of its properties should be the 

same in all humans (hence, Universal Grammar; cf. Chomsky 1965), a concrete theoretical imple-

mentation of the nativist hypothesis had to be devised, that would not only be able to explain the 

poverty of the stimulus problem, but could also capture the apparent syntactic variation in the 

languages of the world. The Principles and Parameters (P&P) theory (cf. Chomsky 1981) could 

do just this: it posited that humans are born with a fixed set of principles identical to every lan-

guage (e.g. one that requires every sentence to project a subject6), and a range of optional binary 

parameters that only gradually become fixed according to the linguistic input a child is exposed to 

(e.g. one that inter alia yields cross-linguistic word order differences like (S)VO vs. (S)OV7). As 

the syntactic variation of languages can thus be traced back to different parameter settings, the 

remaining formal contrasts are practically reduced to the individually variable morphology of a 

language, which, unlike syntactic structure, is not predictable from general principles8. Since its 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 

 

5 Note that, strictly speaking, it is common to refer to linguistic minimalism as a program (as indicated by the title of 
Chomsky 1995), and not a theory. This is because minimalism is still perceived of more as a research agenda, i.e. a 
program, rather than a homogenous, fully-fledged linguistic theory. Boeckx (2006:84-87) makes the distinction be-
tween theory and (research) program very clear, embedding it in a more general context of philosophy of science. 
In my view, the minimalist program has by now sufficiently matured as to be referred to as minimalist theory, 
which is why I will do so occasionally. Not much hinges on this decision.  

6 This principle is referred to as the Extended Projection Principle (EPP), first posited in Chomsky (1981). 
7 This is the Head Directionality Parameter (cf. Chomsky 1981). 
8 This is reflected in the notion of arbitrariness as it is implied in Saussure’s classic semiotic model: apart from minor 

exceptions, the morphophonological form of a word cannot be predicted from its meaning, but stands in an arbi-

 5
 

 



     

inception in the 1980s, the P&P theory has established itself as a foundational meta-theoretical 

framework for the variants of generative linguistics that have been developed until the present 

day (including linguistic minimalism)9.   

 As a reaction to the increasing complexity of the generative framework of the 1980s (i.e. 

the Government and Binding (GB) theory), Chomsky (1995) proposed to radically minimise gen-

erative linguistic theory, a move motivated by the stipulation that language is a perfect solution to 

requirements imposed on the mental grammar by other cognitive modules (i.e. interface condi-

tions), namely those of thought and speech. It is crucial to point out that the simplification was 

not simply a theoretical decision to get rid of the abundance of principles, constraints and condi-

tions that GB had piled up, but rather the minimisation of the theoretical apparatus, particularly 

of the language model itself, was taken to naturally reflect the (not uncontroversial10) reconception 

of language being optimally designed to meet the aforementioned interfaces conditions. In terms 

of scientific desiderata of adequacy, which pervade the evolution of generative theory (cf. Boeckx 

2006:17f.), the minimalist program is defined by different types of economy criteria: methodo-

logical and substantive economy. Methodological economy, which demands a parsimonious and 

simple theory11, ultimately mirrors the hypothesis that the FL itself, i.e. as a cognitive phenome-

non, is maximally economically designed, so that the grammar operates on a least effort strategy. 

The latter assumption is captured by the desideratum of substantive economy, which can be fur-

ther divided into representational economy (a minimal number of projections and levels of repre-

sentation for a derivation is preferable; cf. Chomsky 1989) and derivational economy (the short-

est steps and the fewest operations necessary to derive a sentence are preferable; cf. Chomsky 

1992). It is only logical that, recently, linguistic minimalism was enriched by a biological-

evolutionary dimension, which has always been more or less implicit to generative theory, charac-

terised by increasing collaborations with contiguous disciplines. This quasi-interdisciplinary ap-

proach to the nature of language has become known as biolinguistics (cf. Jenkins 2000, Boeckx & 

Grohmann 2007b).  

 In sum, then, since the P&P theory can in principle account for the poverty of the stimulus 

problem, meeting explanatory adequacy12, the task, with the advent of minimalism, was to evalu-

                                                                                                                                                      
trary, non-motivated relation with it. 

9 An excellent and accessible book that develops the argument that a hierarchy of parameters suffices to account for 
cross-linguistic syntactic variation, particularly for why certain configurations of basic word order are less probable, 
and thus less attested (e.g. OVS), is Baker (2001). For an account that relativises the role of parameters in cross-
linguistic variation, cf. Newmeyer (2005). 

10 Many of today’s generativists have stuck to the GB framework to some degree, often even rejecting the perfect 
design hypothesis (prominent examples include Frederick Newmeyer; cf. e.g. Newmeyer 2004).  

11 This meta-principle is referred to as Occam’s Razor (Occam was a 14th century English logician). It could be in-
formally rephrased as “more is worse, fewer is better” (Hornstein 2001:5).  

12 It can explain how children are able to acquire language. This shift in perspective is manifest in the programmatic 
title of Chomsky (2005), Beyond Explanatory Adequacy. 

 6
 

 



     

ate which of the many possible theories principally in accordance with the P&P framework were 

to prefer as a model of the FL. Chomskyan (i.e. mainstream) generative linguistics adopted a his-

torically established scientific axiom that Boeckx (2006:ch. 4) dubs the Galilean style in science (also 

cf. Hinzen 2006), which revolves around notions like economy, parsimony, and perfectness. 

 To make things concrete, in the following I would like to sketch the minimalist model of 

the FL as well as the principles and conditions that define it. The central task of generative lin-

guistics has always been to construe a formal(ised) model of the linguistic competence of an ideal 

native speaker13 (cf. e.g. Chomsky 1965 for an original discussion). The notion of competence re-

fers to the tacit, i.e. subconscious, knowledge that a speaker has internalised when he ‘knows’ a 

language. Performance, on the other hand, refers to the actual use of this knowledge in concrete 

situations of speech, which is why performance is subject to psycholinguistic inquiry rather than 

theoretical linguistics. As in the performance of language14 a number of other factors not related 

to grammatical competence itself can interfere with the knowledge of language (and normally 

does so), performance is considered an “imperfect reflection of competence” (Radford 

2006:11)15. The distinction between competence and performance is probably one of the, if not 

the, most controversial theorem of generative linguistics; however, the critical discourse in linguis-

tics whether the dichotomy is justified or not is located at a level of abstraction that is (as I see it) 

for the most part defined by ideological (and often dogmatic) preconceptions, rather than logical 

and empirical reasoning. In any case, I do not intend to pursue this particular matter here, but 

presuppose such a distinction.  

 This outline of what it really is that a generative linguistic theory models, i.e. competence, 

yields the following rough architecture of the grammar module.  

 

 
Fig. 1: Model of grammar 

 

Formalised in a more rigorous and detailed fashion, the sketch in Fig. 1 is mapped onto the so-

called Y-model, which could be diagrammatically represented as follows (i.e. a more explicit syn-

thesis of Chomsky 1995ff.).  

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
13 For convenience, I take speaker to also include the notion of hearer/addressee. 
14 Psycholinguistically, performance refers to the processing of speech, i.e. its production by the speaker, as well as its 

comprehension by the hearer (or: articulation and perception). 
15 This is by no means meant to be derogatory. A classic example which is commonly cited to illustrate the interfer-

ing potential of other factors in the performance of speech is drunkenness, which is a cognitive (neurochemical) 
state that supersedes the competence, thus resulting in slurry speech. 
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Fig. 2: Minimalist model of the FL 

 

The grammar (competence, FL) interfaces with the performance systems of thought16 and speech 

(the conceptual-intentional17 system C-I and the articulatory-perceptual system A-P, respectively). 

The grammar itself consists of a mental lexicon LEX and a computational system specific to the 

human language CHL (narrow syntax). The computation of an expression EXP is initiated by the 

operation Select, whereby a lexical numeration NUM that itself consists of the lexical items LI 

necessary to compute a given EXP is selected by CHL. The derivation of EXP proceeds incremen-

tally, from bottom to top (in terms of hierarchical syntactic tree structure), by a repeated applica-

tion of the fundamental operation Merge (the combination of an element A and an element B 

that yields another element C; cf. Chomsky 1995), but constrained by the principles and condi-

tions of UG. Then, at one point in the derivation, which is referred to as Spell-Out18, after the 

application of a small set of operations considered conceptually necessary (Merge, Move, Agree, 

and feature-checking, itself no operation proper; cf. 1.2), the derivation splits into a semantic part  

and a phonological part, each one being sent off to the corresponding interface for interpreta-

tion19. The levels of representation at which those parts are interpreted at the interfaces are the 

logical form LF (the semantic representation) and the phonological form PF (the phonological 

representation) of the computed EXP20. 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 

 

16 Actually, it is far from clear that there is only one meaning-related component interfacing with the grammar. An-
other candidate apart from the semantic (sensu stricto) module would be a component related to pragmatic meaning 
(information structure, contextual information, etc.).  

17 The technical notion of intentional(ity) refers to the mind/mental, as opposed to the body/physical. It should thus 
be kept apart from the ultimately related pragmatic notion of intentionality, i.e. something along the lines of 
‘planned’. 

18 This technical notion is not to be confused with the actual spelling out of an EXP. Rather, it demarcates the point 
in a derivation when the stage of a derivation is achieved that is necessary for the phonetic articulation of EXP by 
A-P. The conception behind Spell-Out is that operations may still apply covertly (e.g. covert movement) after Spell-
Out to comply with requirements imposed on an EXP by the semantic system C-I (cf. Fig. 2).  

19 Again, interpretation, in this context, is a technical term, roughly translatable as the assignment of an interpretation 
to a derivational output by the C-I and A-P systems at the interfaces, irrespective of performance aspects, i.e. 
whether an expression is produced/articulated or whether it is parsed/perceived.  

20 As mentioned in fn. 18, operations can still occur covertly after Spell-Out, on the way to LF (i.e. invisible to PF). 
For example, it is assumed that interrogative wh-phrases must be at a high position in a syntactic tree at LF to be 
properly interpreted (this assumption is motivated by semantic scope phenomena). Accordingly, in languages 
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 Returning once more to the dichotomy of competence vs. performance, it is imperative to 

emphasise that generative grammars constitute consistently formalised models of how the cogni-

tive knowledge of language (the competence, the UG, FL) might be structured. Ideally, what such 

a model can and should achieve is to mirror how the competence is actually constituted in the 

mind/brain (descriptive adequacy)21. Of course, there is no such thing as actual tree-building go-

ing on in the mind/brain, but rather, the logicostructural relations expressed by syntactic trees 

(phrase structure, constituency) reflect a cognitive state/a neuronal network. As a directly related 

matter, a common misconception of linguists not acquainted with generativism is that of compe-

tence being a dynamic, temporal model (i.e. one of performance); quite the contrary, competence 

is to be better conceived of as static knowledge (i.e. a state of knowledge, which is obviously sub-

ject to temporal change, though) that is only accessed by performance systems. Accordingly, the 

notions of derivation or computation (and other related concepts like movement, selection, etc.) 

are ultimately figurative devices that merely simulate a dynamic process, in order to derive incre-

mentally (in a step-by-step fashion) what we know22. Logically, no other analogy but a dynamic 

(entailing temporal) one could be devised to model the linguistic knowledge underlying an utter-

ance. Despite the risk of redundancy, the argument can be informally paraphrased as follows: A 

theoretical linguist (let alone a layman) would simply not be capable of providing an instant struc-

tural description of an EXP, but inevitably, she must reconstruct it incrementally. This need of 

reconstruction, in turn, reflects the very fact that our knowledge (of language) is tacit, i.e. that it is 

not consciously accessible. Thus, linguists must employ the reconstructive pseudo-dynamic de-

vices described above in order to construct a model that can describe (generate) the structure of 

an EXP. The operation of movement23, for instance, does not really involve a dynamic displace-

ment of a given constituent, but rather, a constituent is deleted from the structure and a copy of 

it is reinserted at a new position24. Similarly, the operation Select does not imply that the syntax 

dynamically selects LIs from the lexicon to produce a NUM, but rather, it is a formalisation of 
                                                                                                                                                      

where the wh-expression remains in its canonical declarative position (in situ), e.g. in Chinese, the expression cov-
ertly moves to the same position as wh-phrases in English do overtly, before Spell-Out (cf. fn. 18, 23). The as-
sumed discrepancy between the overt position of an element and a possible different position of semantic inter-
pretation (i.e. the so-called displacement property of FL) is one of the major distinctive criteria of generative lin-
guistics as opposed to other theories.  

21 Which is the definition of a model in general. 
22 In this respect, it is worth mentioning that generative linguists do not grow tired of clearing up another common 

misunderstanding: the notion generative (as in generative grammar) is a technical term borrowed from mathematical 
theory, and simply means ‘explicit’. Of course, the fact that a grammar can be construed as indeed generating ex-
pressions does not help to make this clear. 

23 Move is an operation that has always been central to generative syntax. A well-known instance of movement oc-
curs in the derivation of questions (in English), where the wh-constituent is supposed to originate in the position 
its argumental counterpart would have in a corresponding declarative (movement is indicated by strikethrough, 
and additional indices, if necessary; here, in (i), the additional mechanism of do-support is induced). 

 
  (i) John likes who? > Who does John like who. 
 
24 This is what Chomsky (2001) refers to as internal Merge, as opposed to external Merge (defined above in the text). 
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This construal of the thematic vP is empirically backed up by so-called serial verb constructions 

in languages other than English, where v is overtly realised (i.e. the ditransitive remains decom-

posed)49. This VP-shell analysis of ditransitive structures has been uniformly extended to transi-

tive and intransitive predicates as well, giving rise to a number of different types of light verbs (cf. 

Kratzer 1996)50. 

 To show how the verb receives its inflectional morphology, the clausal area above vP, the 

inflectional domain, needs closer inspection.  

 

1.2.5 The inflectional domain: TP 

Just like the traditional VP has received a more articulated structure providing room for func-

tional projections (there are actually more than only v), so did the inflectional domain (Infl-

domain). The Infl-domain may be thought of as the phrasal level where what is traditionally con-

ceived of as a sentence/clause is constituted. The early GB conception of clauses (since Chomsky 

1981) had basically adopted the pre-GB, X’-theoretic conception that a sentence is a phrase 

headed by AUX, hence an AuxP, but with a terminological change from AUX to the more ab-

stract Infl(ection)51. This made it possible to give a generalised representation of sentences as a 

kind of phrase, namely I(nfl)P. The revision was supported by the complementary distribution of 

finite verbal morphology: if there is only a lexical verb in a sentence, it carries the inflectional suf-

fix; however, if a sentence also contains an auxiliary verb, it is not the lexical verb, but the auxil-

iary that carries the inflectional information (non-visibly in most English auxiliaries). 

 
(11) a. John IP[Infl VP[goes PP[to the disco]]]. 
 b. John IP[may VP[go PP[to the disco]]]. 

 

Empirical backup for Infl comes from the cross-linguistically varying position of lexical main 

verbs. Investigating the position of verbs relative to surrounding adverbs and sentential negation, 

Pollock (1989) showed that main verbs in French raise to a higher position (i.e. Infl), where it re-

ceives a tense inflection from Infl, while in English the verb remains in situ, with tense being low-

ered onto it52. 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
49 Overt light verbs are attested for Tok Pisin, a predominantly English-based pidgin/creole (linguists still disagree 

on the progress of creolisation of Tok Pisin) of Papua New Guinea: John i givim kissis i go long Judi ‘John gives kisses 
to Judy’; literally, ‘John gives kisses go to Judy’ (Anna Urbanek, p.c.).  

50 Occasionally, where the VP-shell analysis is not of immediate relevance, e.g. when discussing properties of clausal 
domains higher than the verbal one, I refer to the verbal phrase as VP instead of vP. 

51 The functional category AUX was only termed so because it is typically occupied by auxiliary verbs, as sketched in 
(11). Consequently, AUX is to be thought of as an abstract head that carries TAM-related information (typically 
tense). To avoid the association with auxiliaries, AUX was subsequently reconstrued as the more apt Infl(ection). 

52 Pollock (1989) identified this as a parametric difference in V-to-I movement (Verb Movement Parameter). In the 
feature checking theory outlined above, a tense feature on I would be considered strong in French, thus triggering 
movement of V-to-I movement (Infl[Tns:val*]…V[uTns:] > V+Infl[Tns:val*]…V[uTns:val]), while in English the 
feature is not strong, which is why Infl lowers tense onto V (Infl[Tns:val]…V[uTns:] > Infl[Tns:val]…V[uTns:val]. 
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(12) a. He IP[Infl often VP[goes to the movies]]. 
 b. Il IP[va souvent VP[va au cinéma]]. 
 
(13) a. He IP[does not VP[go to the movies]]. 
 b. Il IP[ne va pas VP[va au cinéma]].53

 

As a side effect, an X’-theoretic representation of Infl, which expands Infl as to yield a specifier 

slot, makes it possible to construe a subject position in the specifier of IP (in short, [Spec,IP]).  

 
(14)  

 
 

This raises the question whether the subject of a sentence is base-generated in [Spec,IP], or if it 

has moved there from a different, lower position. The latter hypothesis is exactly what is posited 

by the VPISH (cf. (6)): the highest DP within the thematic vP is triggered to raise to [Spec,IP] 54, 

by the so-called EPP-feature, a strong c-selectional-like [uD*], carried by Infl55.  

 
(15)  

 
One phenomenon that lends support to the VPISH are stranded quantifiers (cf. Sportiche 1988). 

When a subject DP like all the men raises to [Spec,IP], it may leave the quantifier (D) all behind, 

stranded in [Spec,VP], yielding a sentence like The men all go to the disco, as an alternative to All the 

men go to the disco. 

                                                                                                                                                      
This is an undesirable approach, because lowering practically amounts to downward movement, which is ruled out 
for various theoretical reasons (according to Kayne’s 1994 antisymmetry hypothesis). 

53 The insertion of a dummy do (do-support) is triggered by some blocking effect induced by the sentential negation. 
Also, it should be noted that sentential negation in French is functionally instantiated by pas, ne simply being a 
remnant negative particle of a former discontinuous affective negation complex (i.e. Lat. non…passum ‘not a step’). 

54 Crucially, this happens irrespective of which argument position the closest DP occupies (AGT, TH, GOAL). Such 
a syntactic mechanism nicely unifies subjecthood with different argument/thematic structures, also capturing 
monoargumental verbs that select a TH-subject (unaccusatives, e.g. die) instead of an AGT-subject (unergatives, 
e.g. run). 

55 The [EPP] feature (Extended Projection Principle; cf. fn. 6) requires that the specifier of (finite) IP/TP be filled, 
i.e. that a sentence must have a subject. It can be seen at work in sentences with expletive subjects, which are con-
sidered to satisfy the [EPP] if no other subject DP is available (most obvious in zero-argument weather predicates: 
Itexpl rains) In any case, the [EPP], or its reanalysis as a strong c-selectional-like [uD*] feature (cf. Chomsky 1995), 
lacks real explanatory power, being a formalisation merely restating the obligatoriness of subjects. Lately, several 
works have attempted to derive the [EPP/uD*] from other phenomena (e.g. Drury et al. 2000). 
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with a null C covertly indicating sentential Force, i.e. whether a clause is declarative (C[Decl]), in-

terrogative (C[Q]), or imperative (C[Imper]), or, from a pragmatic perspective, “how the hearer 

should think of the proposition expressed by its clause” (Adger 2003:292). From a purely syntac-

tic point of view, the different types of C may be considered clause-typing particles. As to ques-

tions, for instance, it was assumed that the null C[Q] triggers movement of wh-expressions, which 

originate in their canonical position (i.e. where they would be in a corresponding declarative), to 

the front of a clause, and also establishes subject-auxiliary inversion (SAI), triggering movement 

of T (Aux) to C: CP[[Q] IP[she can VP[ do what]]] > CP[what can IP[she can VP[ do what]]]. 

 Analyses along the same lines apply to non-finite embedded clauses, which can basically be 

distinguished into three types: control clauses, raising clauses, and Exceptional Case Marking 

(ECM) clauses. ECM clauses are exceptional because the matrix verb values the embedded sub-

ject for [ACC] case, and not for NOM (cf. (19))62. While these ECM clauses are assumed to form 

TPs (i.e. defective CPs), a subtype of ECM clauses introduced by the non-finite C for (cf. (19)) 

constitute proper CPs.  

 
(19) ECM 
 a. I want TP[her to kiss me]. 
 b. I want CP[for TP[her to kiss me]. 

 

 Finally, in analogy to the split of V and I into more articulated structures, the same hap-

pened to C. Although occasional proposals as to the existence of more than one position/head at 

the left edge of the clause date back at least to the late 1980s, it is only with Rizzi (1997) that a 

adequate articulate structure of a C split into several discourse-related categories was introduced. 

The split-analysis of C represents one particular minimalist approach to syntax that is referred to 

as the cartographic theory (cf. Cinque 2002, Belletti 2004a, Rizzi 2004). Within this approach, 

prolific syntactic domains (DP, VP, IP, CP) comprise a rich number of functional projections, 

each of which accommodates a syntactically and semantically coherent type of constituent 

(fronted elements, adverbs, aspectual elements). More conservative approaches, in contrast, tend 

to blur the differing nature of constituents, rather pursuing strategies that simply adjoin a given 

constituent to V, T, or C (cf. 1.2.7 for a more illustrative discussion). Rizzi (1997) motivated the 

split of C by the fact that more than one constituent can be fronted to C, and, moreover, that 

multiple fronted constituents of different sorts (Cs, topics, foci, etc.) show a hierarchical ordering 

relative to each other. This gave rise to the following hierarchy of the split C. 

 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
62 Given that coordination is only possible with two constituents of the same category, the ungrammaticality of co-

ordinating an ECM construction (TP) with a for-ECM (CP) indicates indeed indicates their being structurally dif-
ferent, suggesting that ECMs form TPs, lacking a C-layer, while for-ECMs form proper CPs (cf. Radford 
2006:75f.).  

 22
 

 



     

(20) Force > (Top) > (Foc) > Fin63 
 

The highest projection Force hosts clause-typing operators and, in embedded sentences, finite Cs 

like that or whether64. Force is the interface to the higher context (i.e. the matrix clause or dis-

course). The low projection Fin(iteness) hosts non-finite Cs like for. It is the interface to the pro-

positional TP. The topic/focus field65 sandwiched between Force and Fin is optional, as indi-

cated by the brackets. Should there be neither any topical, nor any focal element, the topic/focus 

field can be inactivated. In this case, Force and Fin, which are in complementary distribution (to 

be precise, their lexical realisations that and for are; cf. 1.2.9 below), are syncretised into a single 

head C. The following examples underpin the hierarchy posited in (20).  

 
(21) a. (minimal context: He had always kissed the wrong girls.) He hoped that girls like those, never    

again would he kiss. 
 
b. 

 
 

First, the complex negative adverb never again is focalised to [Spec,FocP]66
, triggering negative in-

version of T/would to Foc. Then, the direct object girls like those, which is identified as familiar in-

formation by the minimal context in (21), is topicalised to [Spec,TopP]. Notice that the inversed 

Top/Foc order (*…that never again, girls like those, would he kiss) yields an ungrammatical structure 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
63 Rizzi (1997) assumes another Top preceding Fin, which for English, where multiple topics cannot occur (contrary 

to many Romance languages), is irrelevant. Also, the split C has been enriched by various other categories in the 
wake of Rizzi (1997), some of which will prove relevant to the present study. 

64 In 1.2.8, the concept of force/Force and its relevance for syntax is examined in more detail.. 
65 I adopt Lambrecht’s (1994:5) view of the nature of information structure (IS): “The component of sentence gram-

mar in which propositions as conceptual representations of states of affairs are paired with lexicogrammatical 
structures in accordance with the mental states of interlocutors who use and interpret these structures as units of 
information in given discourse contexts”. In generative linguistics, two IS distinctions are generally assumed to be 
instantiated in syntax: topic-comment (a higher order predication, as Rizzi 1997:286 puts it) and focus-
presupposition (put informally, every focused constituent bearing an accent presupposes an unexpressed contrast 
set/information). In addition to the left-peripheral Top and Foc positions of Rizzi (1997), several other, TP-
internal topic and focus positions have been identified (cf. e.g. Belletti 2004b). Especially with regard to focus, the 
last decade has seen a great amount of work on information structure from a generative perspective (for an acces-
sible overview cf. Erteschik-Shir 2007). 

66 The conception behind topicalised/focalised elements targeting the specifier of Top/Foc, and not Top/Foc itself, is 
related to cross-linguistic variation. In a topic-prominent language like Japanese, for example, Top itself is realised 
as (or occupied by) the morphological topic marker wa, that marks a DP in its specifier as topic. 
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straints. This makes it possible to use the fixed position of adverbials as a diagnostic tool to de-

termine the relative structural position of other constituents (cf. e.g. (12)).  

 A universal hierarchy of adverbials is proposed by Cinque (1999), a linguist pursuing the 

cartographic approach to syntactic structure (cf. above). The conception behind Cinque’s very 

rich hierarchy is twofold: For one, semantically and pragmatically defined classes of adverbs 

cross-linguistically (i.e. universally) exhibit a constrained, relative order to each other and relative 

to the functional/lexical projections in a clause (cf. the HoP); this is a hypothesis that must be 

elaborated piecemeal since rarely more than three adverbs at a time occur in a sentence. Also, as a 

consequence of this restrictive ordering, each of these adverb classes occupies a dedicated func-

tional projection related to different types of modality, mood, tense, aspect, and voice. As noted 

in fn. 66 with respect to the realisation of topichood, languages may also vary in whether they 

morphologically realise an adverbial functional category as a special head (e.g. the topic marker wa 

in Japanese), or whether they associate an adverbial LI with the covert functional category, gener-

ating it in/moving it into the specifier of that head (analogous to a topicalised LI in [Spec,TopP]). 

With prototypical English adverbs as examples, the higher portion of Cinque’s adverb hierarchy, 

which all in all comprises around 40 projections (cf. Cinque 1999:141), looks as follows. 

   
(25) [frankly Moodspeech act [fortunately Moodevaluative [allegedly Moodevidential [probably Modepistemic [once Tpast 

[then Tfuture [perhaps Moodirrealis [necessarily Modnecessity [possibly Modpossibility [willingly Modvolitional [inevi-
tably Modobligation [cleverly Modability/permission [usually Asphabitual […67 

(cf. Cinque 1999:106) 
 
With respect to English, the adverbial hierarchy is to be read in the following way: if two adverbs 

(say, frankly and probably) were to occur in a sentence, they must appear in the relative order as re-

quired by the hierarchy.  

 
(26) a. Frankly, I probably don’t wanna go to the party. 
 b. *Probably, I frankly don’t wanna go to the party. 

 

Unfortunately, Cinque’s hierarchy is not explicitly integrated with the fine structure of the three 

clausal domains (represented in the HoP) advanced in other works (e.g. in Rizzi 1997). For the 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
67 A frequently made critical observation towards adverbial hierarchies of any kind concerns the so-called transport-

ability of adverbs, i.e. the (apparent) fact that they can (apparently) occur in different positions within a clause op-
tionally (i.e. without change in meaning). One might intuitively claim that this considerably weakens (or even in-
validates) adverb placement as a diagnostic for the determination of clause structure. However, what lends rather 
strong support to the claim that adverbs do indeed exhibit semanticopragmatic differences according to their posi-
tion, albeit subtle ones, is the ability of one and the same lexical adverb to occur in two different positions of a 
clause. 
 
 (i) a. John cleverly has been answering their questions. – subject-related 

 b. John has been answering their questions cleverly. – manner (i.e. verb-related) 
 c. John cleverly has been answering their questions cleverly (, and not stupidly). – manner and subject-related 

(cf. Kim 2000:461) 
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present purpose, however, a condensed version of the hierarchy will suffice (according to the se-

mantic zones of Tenny 2000:316ff.): the C-domain encodes a speaker deixis zone (point of view 

modality) spanning from Moodspeech act to Modepistemic, followed by a temporal deixis zone (i.e. relat-

ing to the speech time) from Tpast to Tfuture (i.e. approximately TP), and a subsequent truth value 

modality zone reaching from Moodirrealis to Modpossibility (i.e. approximately ModP)68. 

 

1.2.8 Sentence types 

Given my proposal to treat the ARI as a sentence type, it is essential to sketch the theoretical 

status of the sentence as a typological unit in generative linguistics. Foremost, this is a matter of 

providing a clearly defined terminological basis to proceed along, for the terminology concerning 

sentence types is rather vague and sometimes even contradictory (cf. Lohnstein 2006:3-6). Sadock 

& Zwicky (1985:155), a (if not the) reference work on the topic, define sentence types as a “coin-

cidence of grammatical structure and conventional conversational use”. In other words, sentence 

types are pairings of a particular pragmatic meaning, i.e. an illocutionary force corresponding to a 

speech act (cf. e.g. Austin 1962), with a particular morphosyntactic69 sentential form, the clause 

type proper. This mapping is mediated by the sentence mood of a clause (alternatively, somewhat 

confusingly, sentential Force; cf. 1.2.6). In an English wh-question, for instance, interrogative sen-

tence mood, which denotes (approximately) a proposition containing one variable element with 

an unknown referent, is the syntactic translation of a request for information (interrogative illocu-

tionary force), producing a clause type that involves the fronting of a wh-element (among other 

formal aspects). The combination of these three components yields the sentence type question. It 

should be noted that all these notions are rarely kept apart in a clear-cut fashion when they are 

discussed in linguistic theory, which is probably due to the fact that the possible combinations of 

the different kinds of illocutionary forces with clause types and sentence moods are practically 

unconstrained. This is reflected in the phenomenon known as indirect speech acts (or, pragmatic 

indirection, in Akmajian’s 1984 words), i.e. the use of a particular sentence form to perform a 

speech act that is not conventionally associated with that form. Thus, the clause type of a sen-

tence like Why don’t you have some more tea? might be interrogative, but it certainly is not intended as 

a request for information (i.e. a question), but rather as an illocutionary offer or a polite order70. 

However, since indirect speech acts should be in the scope of a genuinely pragmatic theory of 

language71, I will take into consideration only the canonical mapping of one illocutionary force to 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 

 

68 Less important to the present study are the remaining subject-oriented zone and two aspectual/event-structural 
zones. 

69 I leave aside phonological-intonational aspects for the time being. 
70 Which, in turn, is prototypically realised by an imperative clause type, i.e. Have some more tea!. 
71 Indirect speech acts are not categorically incompatible with generative linguistics. Relevance Theory (cf. Sperber & 

Wilson 1986), a pragmatic theory sharing the fundamental assumptions with generative linguistics (modularity, 
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domain, and the verbal domain. The hierarchical fine structure of these three domains was cap-

tured as the Hierarchy of Projection.  

 
(32) Force > (Top) > (Foc) > Fin > T > (Mod) > (Neg) > (Aspviewpoint) > v > V  
 

Three semantically-oriented sections on sentence types, events, and operators closed off the in-

troductory ch. 1. 

 With this minimalist syntax framework established, I would like to turn to the next chapter, 

ch. 2, presenting a chronological survey of three representative approaches to the ARI.   
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that, for reasons of space, cannot be considered in the present study. It is interesting to note that 

the ARI has already received occasional attention throughout modern linguistics of the 20th cen-

tury: first recognised by Paul (1920), it was subsequently mentioned by Jespersen (1924:129f.) as 

Nexus of Deprecation, and by Sommer (1931) as Abrupt Infinitive, the latter terminology being 

also adopted by Plank (1975). The first comprehensive study of the ARI, however, is Fries 

(1983), which examines three types of infinitival main clauses in German: Type I and Type II re-

fer to root-infinitival directives not relevant here (cf. fn. 78). Type III, schematically represented 

as NPNOM + (und ‘and’) + VB-INF, where the conjunction und ‘and’ is optional and the infinitive is a 

bare one (e.g. tun ‘do’ vs. a full infinitive, e.g. zu tun ‘to do’), corresponds to the ARI (e.g. Der 

(und) ‘n Buch lesen?! ‘Him read a book?!’, lit. ‘Him (and) a book read?!’)81. Both, Fries (1983) and 

Akmajian (1984) transferred the ARI into a GB framework. At the beginning of the 1990s, pick-

ing up the notion of default case addressed by Akmajian (1984), Zhang (1990) presents an elabo-

rated analysis of Mad Magazine Sentences, while Lambrecht (1990) replies to the generative analy-

sis from an alternative Constructionist perspective. Then, with the paradigm shift in generative 

theory during the 1990s, the ARI has seen increasing attention: a large number of studies (e.g. 

Rizzi 1994, to name but one) were dedicated to a structural phenomenon central to child lan-

guage, Child Root Infinitives (CRIs; cf. Avram 2002:ch. 4.1), in the wake of which the formally 

similar adult counterpart (i.e. ARIs) regularly received attention, which was, however, still rather 

peripheral (for notable exceptions cf. Lasser 1997 and Hoekstra & Hyams 1998). Ultimately, it is 

only after the transition into the 21st century that the ARI has experienced a theoretically adequate 

examination: apart from Etxepare & Grohmann (2002ff.), Sailer (2002) takes a closer look at the 

German ARI from a Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar perspective, Potts & Roeper 

(2006) analyse the ARI as Incredulity Small Clauses, i.e. reduced syntactic structures that are ex-

pressively used to signal the infelicitous pairing of an entity and a property, and, similarly, 

Progovac (2006) considers the ARI to constitute a verbal Small Clause (i.e. essentially only a VP) 

reflecting a stage in the evolution of language when utterances were still rather context-bound, 

expressive, and ad hoc (more on Progovac’s theory in 3.3). In addition, the ARI entered the 

grammar textbook by Huddleston & Pullum (2002) under the overprecise (but apt) designation 

Bare Predication Polar Echo Construction. Finally, it is noteworthy that Bücker (2007, 2008) has 

recently put forward an elaborate analysis of the ARI in a constructionist-functionalist paradigm, 

which, inter alia, presents very interesting accounts of the pragmatic and the diachronic-syntactic 

dimension of the ARI.  
                                                                                                                                                      

generally, not only laymen, but also linguists seem unaware of the phenomenon. 
81 Also, Norbert Fries’ online lexicon of linguistics (aptly named Online Lexikon Linguistik) provides a compact, but 

very informed, overview of the different approaches to the ARI (under the entry “Incredulity Response Construc-
tion”; cf. http://www2.hu-berlin.de/linguistik/institut/syntax/onlinelexikon/I/incredulity_response_construc-
tion.htm, as of 06/06/08). 
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 Despite this amount of extensive and insightful works on the ARI, spatial limitations force 

me to concentrate on only a fraction of the studies available. Thus, in the following, a brief sur-

vey of the two reference studies mentioned above (i.e. Akmajian 1984, Lambrecht 1990) is com-

plemented by a more extensive review of a series of studies carried out in a minimalist syntax 

framework (i.e. Etxepare & Grohmann 2002ff.). However, what the survey is not intended to do 

is merely reproduce the contents of the studies; rather, it will critically examine them, thus laying 

the foundations of the analysis that concludes the present study.  

 

2.2 Akmajian (1984)   
 
What follows is a discussion of Adrian Akmajian’s (1984)82 article Sentence Types and the Form-

Function Fit, in which the ARI is referred to as Mad Magazine Sentence83, being an expression of 

“surprise, disbelief, scepticism, scorn, and so on” (Akmajian 1984:2). Although published during 

early GB theory, Akmajian’s study was still visibly rooted in the theoretical background of the 

Revised Extended Standard Theory (REST), i.e. the generative theory of the latter 1970s. Con-

struction-specific PS rules, for instance, play an important role in his work, whereas PS-rule-

driven syntax has long been abandoned by contemporary generative theory in favour of the more 

natural (and minimal) operation Merge, constructions being reduced to a mere epiphenomenon. 

Thus, many syntactic phenomena that fall out naturally from the rather sophisticated minimalist 

framework presented in ch. 1 are considerably harder to accommodate in a less, say, flexible the-

ory like the REST (this qualification would also extend to the early incarnation of GB theory). Of 

course, many of Akmajian’s observations concerning various syntactic aspects of the ARI are 

valid and valuable nonetheless. Also, in particular his central proposal as to the adequate treat-

ment of sentence types is worth being considered for more general reasons: He examines 

whether each formal clause type can be matched with exactly one (pragmatic) function (abstract-

ing away from indirect speech acts; cf. 1.2.8), i.e. whether there exists a one-to-one form-function 

fit. His stipulation that the ARI and imperatives share one PS rule, but that each fulfils a distinct 

pragmatic function, leads him to posit an indirect fit between sentence form and sentence func-

tion.   

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
82 Unfortunately, Akmajian deceased in the process of revising his paper. Susan Steele, a colleague of his, finalised 

the article, inserting notes, which had separately been prepared by Akmajian, and closing gaps, where necessary (cf. 
Akmajian 1984:1). 

83 The ARI was “originally made famous by Mad Magazine” (ibid.:2). Taylor (2002:568, fn. 2) notes that he did not 
succeed in finding any instances of the IRC (i.e. the ARI) leafing through some issues of Mad Magazine. However, 
what Akmajian refers to is not that ARIs occurred particularly frequently in Mad, but rather to the famous motto 
of the magazine’s fictional mascot Alfred E. Neuman, which first appeared in print in Mad 24/1955: “What, me 
worry?”. Lambrecht (1990) is aware of this fact, as the title of his article suggests: ‘What, me worry?’ - ‘Mad Magazine 
sentences’ revisited. For further information, cf. the excellent Wikipedia article on the topic 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alfred_E._Neuman, as of 04/06/08). 
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 The first part of the study is dedicated to the subject (position) and the left periphery of the 

ARI, and how prosodic factors put constraints on them. As to the ACC case of the subject, Ak-

majian (1984:3f.) associates it with a default mechanism triggered by untensed contexts: the ARI 

lacks the projection AUX84, yielding a tenseless/non-finite environment, which in turn is as-

sumed to trigger the English default case ACC on the subject85. It is further observed that the 

subject seems to be optional in certain environments.  

 
(35) Why don’t you get a respectable job? – (Me) get a respectable job?! What do you think I am?  

(cf. Akmajian 1984:4) 
 
Also, there appears to exist a constraint on certain elements like expletives (there, it) or anaphoric 

it to occur as subjects in ARIs. Evidently, this cannot be for semantic reasons – after all, ana-

phoric it is semantically contentful (albeit weakly, for its anaphoric referentiality) –, but rather for 

the independently established prosodic restriction on these elements: they cannot bear focal 

stress. 

 
(36) What! *IT rain again?! Oh, no.  
(37) (At last I see [the book]i – iti’s on the table. –) Oh? *ITi (be) on the table?! We must be blind.  

(cf. ibid.) 
 

To capture these restrictions, Akmajian (1984:8) proposes a prosodic condition for ARIs, requir-

ing their (overt) subject to form an intonation centre86, i.e. to bear a focal accent. 
 

(38) What! HIM go to the dentist?!  
(cf. ibid.) 

 

Support for this phonologically motivated analysis comes from the fact that pronouns typical of 

unstressed positions (i.e. weak forms) are not acceptable in the ARI subject position, whereas 

both weak and strong pronouns are eligible to occur as the subject of declaratives.  

 
(39) YOU pass this course?! 
(40) *YA pass this course?! 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
84 I.e. the category AUX of the pre-GB, ternary theory of clause structure (cf. 1.2.2, 1.2.5). What it could mean theo-

retically for a node (a projection) to be missing is not addressed. In minimalist theory, provided that AUX coin-
cides with T, this would be accounted for by unvalued or defective features in T. 

85 Akmajian (1984:4, fn. 3) refers to default case as unmarked (‘citation’) case, but does not elaborate the notion any 
further. According to Schütze (1997:44), a default case is “a case used by the morphological component to spell 
out a DP that checks neither structural nor inherent case in the syntax”. Cf. 2.4 for further discussion.  

  Also, default case should not be conflated with ACC case in ECM clauses (e.g. I want [him to leave]), where the 
subject is assigned ACC structurally, e.g. by the matrix verb, whereas in default/citation case environments no 
such evident assigner is available (e.g. Who is it? – It’s me!). 

86 Akmajian (1984:11) informally characterises the notion of intonation centre as follows: “[A] syntactic constituent 
forms an intonation centre when (a) its nuclear stress level is high enough to block phonological reduction proc-
esses […], and (b) its phrase-final intonation contour is non-falling”. 
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tween syntax and universal pragmatics). As a consequence, notions like imperative, alluding to illo-

cutionary and semantic meaning, would not bear, Akmajian argues, any relevance to a genuinely 

syntactic theory.  

 I refrain from going any deeper into Akmajian’s hypothesis of the ‘global’ uniformity (dif-

ferences only being ‘local’; cf. Akmajian 1984:18) of the imperative and the ARI that his schema 

entails, which just seems too simplistic in the light of the major advancements made in generative 

theory. Also, a rule like (52) would simply fail to capture more complex instances of ARIs and 

cross-linguistic variation – as shall become obvious. From a contemporary generative perspective, 

abstracting away from pragmatic indirection (which Akmajian himself explicitly does as well; cf. 

the introduction to this section), it goes without saying that the different formal clause types do 

indeed exhaust the same structural resources made available by CHL/UG: as laid out in 1.2.8, their 

differences are induced by operators (or corresponding conditions/criteria) that constrain and 

drive the derivation of a clause type (e.g. the optional subject of imperatives, or the attraction of a 

wh-phrase in interrogatives). 

 Concluding, apart from the valuable observations regarding the syntax of ARIs – especially 

its interaction with prosodic factors –, it is one particular assumption, rather left implicit by Ak-

majian, that I consider particularly worth emphasising: that ARIs qualify for a sentence type. An-

other aspect to keep in mind is the apparent connection of the ARI with SCs, a recurrent theme 

in the study of the ARI, as will turn out. 

 

2.3 Lambrecht (1990) 
 
The second work of reference dealing with the ARI that I consider in the present study is Knud 

Lambrecht’s (1990) quasi-reply to Akmajian (1984), an article titled ‘What, me worry?’ – ‘Mad Maga-

zine sentences’ revisited, where the ARI is referred to as Incredulity Response Construction (IRC). The 

study is grounded in the theoretical framework of Construction Grammar (CG)93 as it was laid 

out in the seminal work by Fillmore et al. (1988). CG is one of many cognitive-functional models 

that arose from the dissatisfaction of linguists working in Generative Semantics (GS) with the 

generative-transformational theory of the 1970s. CG advocates a unified model of grammar in 

which semanticopragmatic meaning is associated with the primitive grammatical objects of con-

structions, i.e. semiotically holistic, weakly compositional (cf. the discussion of idiomaticy below) 

morphological, syntactic, and phonological structures, which the abstract and maximally general 

                                                                                                                                                      
tonational contours times three AUX positions).  

93 Similar to the Minimalist program, the constructionist approach to grammar has spawned a variety of distinct, but 
related theories ever since its inception. Here, I refer to the theory of Construction Grammar (note the capitals) as 
it was originally conceived by Fillmore, Kay, and Lakoff in the mid-1980s (cf. e.g. Fillmore et al. 1988). 
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principles of generative linguistics are not (thought to be) able to capture. Unlike other cognitive-

functional theories of language, however, CG is still rather close to the formal pole of the func-

tionalism-formalism continuum of linguistic theory: although it is a monostratal94 (i.e. the levels 

of representation are not hierarchically ordered), non-derivational model (i.e. non-

syntacticocentric, but parallel-interactional), it is still a highly constrained and generative model of 

grammar (in the sense discussed in fn. 22). However, what clearly sets CG apart from generativ-

ism is its heavy reliance on language use and the different kinds of meaning (lexicosemantic, 

pragmatic, discursive) associated with it.  

 A central concept within CG is idiomaticity, paraphrasable as the degree of opacity with re-

spect to the compositionality of the meaning of a construction. According to categorial-

typological distinctions of idiomaticity (cf. Fillmore et al. 1988:504ff.), the ARI is a non-

transparent idiom, in that it is not reliably interpretable if not learned; it is an extragrammatical 

(vs. grammatical) idiom, in that it deviates from familiar grammatical rules; and, above all, it is a 

formal/lexically open (vs. substantive/lexically filled) idiom, whose semantic and pragmatic 

properties cannot be inferred from its form alone. Furthermore, as already noted by Akmajian 

(1984), it bears a specific pragmatic value, as opposed to e.g. the [the ADJcomparative, the ADJcomparative] 

construction (e.g. the earlier, the better). In sum, the constructionist status of the ARI is that of a 

non-compositional grammatical idiom, its meaning being conventionally associated95. 

 
 For a better understanding of the English ARI (E-ARI), Lambrecht (1990:219ff.) examines 

its German equivalent (G-ARI). 

 
(53) Der und einen Smoking anziehen?!  

that.one-NOM and a-ACC-MASC tuxedo put.on-INF 
‘Him wear a tuxedo?!’ 

 

Apart from the subject NOM case, which is the default case in German96, the G-ARI also differs 

from its English counterpart in allowing the subject and the predicate to be conjoined by und 

‘and’. Thus, a first approximation to the schematic structure of the G-ARI is [NPNOM und VPINF]. 

Similar to the E-ARI, the copula sein ‘be’ can be omitted as well. 

 
(54) Bronsky und schlau?! 

NP and AP 
‘Bronsky clever?!’ 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
94 A stratum refers to the levels of representation that are commonly assumed to exist in language: phonology, mor-

phology, syntax, semantics (at least). 
95 Since the present study is mainly concerned with a minimalist analysis of the ARI, I am forced to give an abbrevi-

ated and simplified outline of CG. Of course, constructionist approaches have elaborated equally sophisticated and 
explanatory models to describe language. In CG, generality and abstraction are achieved by the concept of inheri-
tance to capture how constructions are related to each other within a hierarchical network (of inheritance).  

96 Where it is rather the default case ACC of English that constitutes an exception. Cf. fn. 85. 
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proposition seems to be too narrow a definition to serve as a basis for sentence typology since it 

would a priori also rule out other sentence types like exclamatives or imperatives (cf. 1.2.8 for the 

more relaxed notion of propositional content). In determining the schematic structure of the 

ARI, not only does the preceding context proposition play a role, but also a conventionally asso-

ciated (overt or implied) follow-up utterance expressing an emotional judgement of “doubt, rejec-

tion, challenge, etc.” (Lambrecht 1990:222), the effect of which, Lambrecht argues, could not be 

produced by the ARI itself.  

 
(57) Der und einen Smoking anziehen?! Du hast sie wohl nicht alle! 

‘Him wear a tuxedo?! You must be crazy!’ 
(Lambrecht 1990:222) 

 
Lambrecht (ibid.) accommodates this dependency by proposing a complex intersentential topic-

comment structure, with the ARI proper forming the topic and the follow-up proposition ex-

pressing a comment about that topic97. The updated schematic representation of the G-ARI, 

which takes into account the information-structural (IS) observations, would thus be as follows 

(i.e. my adaptation). 

 
(58) G-ARI: [TopP[ NPNOM und PredPINF] Comment] 

 

Lambrecht (1990:222) points out a unique characteristic which distinguishes the TopP of the 

G-ARI from other topic phrases: one topic constituent (NP) designates a discourse element, 

while the other (PredP) refers to an attribute of that element. He takes the idiosyncratic topic 

structure to confirm the assumption that the ARI is a grammatical idiom (according to Fillmore et 

al. 1988:504ff.). 

 
[I]t is a fully productive syntactic pattern in which familiar syntactic pieces are unfamiliarly 
arranged and whose semantic and pragmatic properties do not follow from its form alone 
but must be stated as features of the construction (Lambrecht 1990:223).  

 

 In the last section of his article, Lambrecht (1990:223ff.) returns to the E-ARI, contrasting 

it with its German equivalent. A definition of the E-ARI as a particular kind of topic-comment 

construction would, Lambrecht posits, uniformly explain the formal properties as well as prob-

lematic aspects in Akmajian’s analysis. A crucial property of the E-ARI Lambrecht (1990:223) 

addresses is the reversibility of the two topic constituents. 
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
97 Strictly speaking, topic-comment is a clause-initial relation, and not an inter-sentential one. Form a syntactic point of 

view, it is established by a syntactic topic in [Spec,Top] and the TP in its scope serving as a comment; but it can 
also be reasonably argued that any subject-predicate relation forms a topic-comment structure (consequently, the 
former may be considered a higher order predication, while the latter is a first order predication). Be that as it may, 
I do not share the view of the ARI forming a topic-comment structure proper with its follow-up expression (at 
best, they exhibit dependencies on a textual, non-syntactic level, in which case the designation topic-comment would 
be infelicitous), a hypothesis that I will explicitly argue against in 3.2. 

 42
 

 



     

 
(59) Him wear a tuxedo?! > Wear a tuxedo, him?! 

 

Lambrecht (ibid.) attributes the reversibility to a general property of constituents in topic phrases, 

which allows them to be freely ordered, as in the following (attested) example (a slogan advertis-

ing a product by Damart, a manufacturer of thermal wear). 

 
(60) Cold, me?! Never! < Me cold?! Never! 
 

Lambrecht (ibid.) regards this feature as evidence that the ARI cannot be a sentential structure 

generated by the PS rule (52) since in English a subject NP may not follow a VP. Thus, analo-

gous to the schematic structure of the G-ARI (cf. (58)), with a comma instead of the conjunction 

und indicating arbitrary ordering here, the formal idiom structure of the E-ARI looks as follows 

(i.e. my adaptation). 
 

(61) E-ARI: [TopP[NPACC, PredPINF] Comment]] 
 

 Accordingly, Lambrecht (1990:224ff.) explains the idiosyncrasies of the E-ARI specified by 

Akmajian (1984) as follows: The ‘subject’ NP (actually part of a topic) is in the ACC case because 

in English, ACC is the default (i.e. unmarked) case for pronouns in non-argument position like 

Top. The absence of tense is explained by the pragmatics of the ARI: an “incredulous response 

does not concern the time at which the situation or event described in the context proposition 

takes place, but rather the abstract predicate-argument structure of [the] context proposition” 

(Lambrecht 1990:224). The absence of modals is attributed to the simple fact that modals in Eng-

lish do not have an infinitival form, but are bare verbs (i.e. MODAL-Ø, as opposed to German, 

which possesses genuinely infinitival modals, i.e. MODAL-en). Sentential adverbs are excluded be-

cause they express a speaker’s attitude towards a proposition, which, in Lambrecht’s view, ARIs 

do not contain (cf. above). The constraint on topicalisation (cf. (43)) is explained as an incom-

patibility between the pragmatic felicity conditions of topicalisation on the one hand and the 

situation of usage of the ARI on the other98. Lambrecht (1990:224, fn.7) does not offer an expla-

nation for the fact that topicalisation of the ARI with a covert subject seems to be acceptable (cf. 

(44)).  

 A major point of criticism is directed at Akmajian’s observations regarding the optionality 

of the subject (cf. (35)) and the copula (cf. (49) to (51)), which Lambrecht attributes to the ques-

tionable intention of establishing (phrase-) structural identity with imperatives. Emphasising the 

interdependency between the subject/topic NP and the infinitival predicate, Lambrecht 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
98 This restriction is not elaborated any further. Presumably, this is because Lambrecht considers the ARI proper to 

be topical in the first place, so that another (syntactic) topic would render the ARI infelicitous. 
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(1990:224f.) objects that “the NP may be missing only if there is no overt infinitive [i.e. in verbless 

SCs; N.W.] and the infinitive may occur only if there is an NP”. Lambrecht (1990:224) illustrates 

this correlative restriction on the basis of Akmajian’s example (35), contrasting it with a version 

preceded by a modified minimal context. 

 
(62) Why don’t you get a respectable job? – (Me) get a respectable job?! What do you think I am? 
(63) I hear you got a respectable job? – *?Get a respectable job?! What do you think I am? 

 

In Lambrecht’s (1990:224f.) view, the omission of the subject is possible in (62) only because the 

context predicate already is infinitival (get), and can thus be directly quoted. Accordingly, the sub-

ject cannot be omitted in (63) because there is no directly quotable infinitival context predicate, 

but only a finite/tensed one (got). Therefore, since the acceptability of the E-ARI is thought to 

ultimately depend on a formal feature of its context sentence, the optionality of the subject NP 

cannot be a property of the E-ARI itself. The same holds for the optionality of the copula, which 

itself depends on the presence of the ‘optional’ subject. Consider again Akmajian’s example (49) 

and Lambrecht’s (1990:225) version with an omitted subject. 

 
(64) What! Bronsky (be) clever?! Ha. 
(65) What! *Be clever?! Ha. 

 

Lambrecht (ibid.) interprets these correlative dependencies as evidence against the optionality of 

the ARI subject, and hence for the obligatory presence of both the NP and the infinitive. He ex-

cludes subject-less instances like (62) and other exclamatorily similar single-constituent utterances 

(e.g. A job?! or Clever?!) from the class of ARIs: they might well be possible replies to correspond-

ing context propositions, and might even bear an identical intonation contour, but they cannot be 

associated with the incredulous ARI interpretation since they may have alternative pragmatic val-

ues, e.g. a request for repetition (as in echo questions). Only an overt NP and a non-finite predi-

cate in construction with one another, forming a complex TopP followed by a comment, Lam-

brecht argues, trigger the incredulous ARI interpretation.  

 A last point discussed by Lambrecht (1990:225f.) is the constraint on expletive and ana-

phoric it to occur as subjects of the ARI, which Akmajian attributes to the prosodic condition 

formulated in (45). Unlike Akmajian, Lambrecht (1990:225f.) dismisses a purely prosodic con-

straint on syntactic structure, rather considering it to be motivated both by intonational and se-

manticopragmatic aspects (according to the general functionalist view of parallel levels of repre-

sentation, instead of hierarchical ones). Since the function of the ARI is to challenge its context 

proposition, semantically empty (i.e. dummy) elements are excluded on logical grounds. As to the 

restriction on anaphoric it, Lambrecht seconds Akmajian’s explanation that it cannot occur alone 
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as a single exclamatory utterance (of course, this no explanation, but a restatement of the fact that 

there is a constraint; cf. (37)). 

 In conclusion, Lambrecht (1990:226) rejects Akmajian’s conception of a one-to-one form-

function mapping device (i.e. the Formal Sentence-Type Schema) since, even though it may well 

be theoretically appealing, it fails to capture the large number of idiosyncratic form-meaning pair-

ings (i.e. idiomatic constructions), among them the ARI. Leaving behind notions like ‘sentence 

(type)’, Lambrecht considers the ARI to support a constructionist approach to syntax, with 

grammatical constructions forming a continuum of idiomaticity and/or markedness – from 

transparent transitives (i.e. [NP VP NP]), semi-transparent ARIs (i.e. [TopP[NPACC, PredPINF] Com-

ment]]), to non-transparent, opaque constructions (e.g. proverbs).  

 In my view, however, many differences between the accounts of the ARI put forward by 

Lambrecht (1990) and Akmajian (1984) can in principle be reduced to a perspectival difference in 

the levels of analysis the two studies occupy. Lambrecht’s observation, for instance, that topicali-

sation is illicit because of pragmatic felicity constraints (cf. p. 43) correlates with the syntactic ex-

planation of the licensing of topicalisation, so that it is merely a matter of the priority one attrib-

utes to a level of language (pragmatic vs. syntactic). As to other discrepancies, I hold the opinion 

that, by hypothesis, as long as UG can generate the ARI, it is familiarly and compositionally ar-

ranged (contrary to what Lambrecht states; cf. p. 42), and should consequently be both transpar-

ent (i.e. not idiomatically opaque) and cross-linguistically generalisable. The conjunction und ‘and’, 

for instance, which is assumed to support the grammatical idiomaticity and the language-

specificity of the ARI, actually occurs only in one subset of the G-ARI, while there exists an al-

ternative version without und ‘and’ (cf. Bücker 2007, 2008). Interestingly, a conjunctional ARI is 

also attested for earlier diachronic stages of English (e.g. A doctor, and not know such trifles!; cf. 

Bücker 2008:65ff.), which could make a cross-linguistic generalisation possible after all. At least 

for German, however, it seems that the two variants are not truly optional, as the following con-

trasts show.  

 
(66) a. Der und einen Anzug tragen?!  
 b. *Einen Anzug tragen und der?! 
 c. *Einen Anzug tragen, der und?! 
 
(67) a. Der einen Anzug tragen?!  
 b. Einen Anzug tragen, der?! 

 

The fact that ‘reversibility’ (i.e. topicalisation) is not possible in the conjunctional G-ARI (66) 

suggests that it is not the common Boolean coordinator und/and (cf. Potts & Roeper 2006:20) 

that conjoins the two phrases in ARIs (also, the conjuncts are of different categories, which is 
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 A final note: Interestingly, in Lambrecht (2001:1062f.), where the ARI is likened to multiple 

dislocation constructions (i.e. the topic constituents are dislocated to the left from their position 

in the actual core sentence, which is intended to be the follow-up expression), the ARI is de-

scribed as a form conventionally associated “with a specific kind of speech act” (ibid.), which 

practically amounts to its constituting a sentence type. 

 

2.4 Etxepare & Grohmann (2002ff.)100 
 
Apart from occasional mentions (e.g. Lasser 1997, Schütze 1997; cf. 2.1), the ARI has not re-

ceived any thorough treatment in contemporary generative linguistics. It was only recently that a 

more comprehensive analysis of the ARI has been put forth in a series of papers by two linguists, 

Kleanthes Grohmann and Ricardo Etxepare (cf. fn. 100 below), who work in a minimalist frame-

work. As mentioned in 2.1, I have adopted their designation for the root infinitive under investi-

gation: Adult Root Infinitive. The restrictive attribute Adult differentiates the ARI from a for-

mally similar child language phenomenon, the Child Root Infinitives (CRI). Accordingly, before 

outlining E&G’s analysis of the ARI, I will briefly review how CRIs are dealt with in generative 

theory. Eventually, the CRI will serve as a reference point for the development of my own analy-

sis of the ARI. For the time being, it should be kept in mind that, despite the apparent similarity 

suggested by their designations, it remains to be established to what degree (or if at all) the ARI 

and the CRI are really related, be it syntactically, semantically or pragmatically. 

 

 CRIs optionally occur in root contexts during an early stage in child language where the 

corresponding adult grammar would require finite structures. This stage is referred to as the Op-

tional Infinitive Stage (OIS; cf. Wexler 1994). It roughly begins with the Earls Multi-Word Stage 

(EMWS) at the age of 1;6 (read: one year and six months) and lasts maximally into the Later 

Multi-Word Stage (LMWS), i.e. until the age of 2;4 approximately (cf. Avrutin 1999:132)101. 

 
(70) Baby eat cookies. 

(Avram 2002:4.1.4.2.2) 
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
100 For convenience, the collaborative work of Kleanthes Grohmann (G) and Ricardo Etxepare (E) that deals with 

the ARI will be collectively referred to as E&G (2002ff.), or only E&G, where their work as a whole is relevant; 
otherwise, the individual studies, comprising E&G (2002, 2005, 2007) and G&E (2003, 2006), are referred to in-
dependently. 

101 The periodisation of CLA is as follows. 
 

(i) 0;0 - 1;0: prelinguistic stage, e.g. Oogh 
1;0 - 1;6: single word stage (SWS), e.g. Apple 
1;6 - 2;0: early multi-word stage (EMWS), e.g. (I) want apple 
2;0 - 2;6: later multi-word stage (LMWS), e.g. I want to have an apple 

(cf. Avram 2002:4.1.1) 
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will maintain RI for convenience because the relevant languages in the present study all involve 

an infinitive107.  

With this sketch of CRI theories as a point of departure, the remainder of the section will 

turn to the minimalist analysis of the ARI as put forth by E&G.  

 

 Although E&G cover a variety of Germanic and Western Romance languages in their 

works (focussing on Spanish and English as representatives), I will limit my presentation of their 

cross-linguistic analysis of the ARI to English language, with occasional digressions into other 

languages for illustrative purposes. As a preliminary, it should be mentioned that E&G’s analysis 

eventually results in a classification of the examined languages into two groups, Group I (Spanish, 

Galician, Catalan and Italian) and Group II (English, German, French, as well as European and 

Brazilian Portuguese), which differ in the availability of left-peripheral phenomena (i.e. topicalisa-

tion etc.): Group I allows for a restrictive number of left-peripheral phenomena, while Group II 

does not permit them at all.  

For a first approximate syntactic characterisation of the structure of the ARI, E&G investi-

gate their compatibility with certain types of adverbs, using an adverb hierarchy like that pro-

posed by Cinque (cf. 1.2.7) as a diagnostic to determine which functional projections must be 

available, and which may be absent/inactive (cf. E&G 2003:205). As it turns out, aspectual (usu-

ally, often), root modal (necessarily, inevitably)108, and subject-oriented (willingly)109 adverbs can occur 

in ARIs, whereas modification by epistemic (probably) or other speaker-related (frankly) adverbs 

yields ungrammatical sentences.  

 
(73) a. Mary usually get up at 6 am?! – aspectual 
 b. Peter inevitably buy that?! – root modal 
 c. Me willingly buy that?! – subject-oriented 
 d. *Mary probably buy that?! – epistemic modal 

(cf. G&E 2005:130) 

 
Since epistemic modals are speaker-related adverbs, licensed by a modality-related category in the 

low C-domain (i.e. Moodepistemic; cf. (25)), while aspectual, subject-oriented, and root modal ad-

verbs are positioned in the lower vicinity of the clause (TP > vP), it is safe to assume that the ARI 

projects at least to TP, but probably not any further into the C-domain. As supplementary evi-

dence, provided that AspP (usually) and ModP (inevitably) both are higher than vP (according to 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
107 I abstract away from the issue discussion whether the English infinitive really is one morphologically (i.e. V-INF), 

or whether it is rather a bare verb (V-Ø). 
108 Root modality refers to the non-epistemic ‘root sense’ of modals/adverbs, more or less coinciding with the no-

tion of deontic modality.  
109 Subject-oriented modality is instantiated by adverbs (inter alia) that ascribe a property to the clause subject.  
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 The ACC case that the ARI subject is marked with in English is only addressed briefly in 

E&G (2001:206f.). Essentially, they identify the subject case of ARIs with that of the citation 

form of a language, which in turn is related to some kind of default or unmarked case (basically 

the same observation as that of Akmajian and Lambrecht; cf. fn. 85). In most Indo-European 

languages the default/unmarked case is NOM (hence nominative, derived from lat. nominare ‘(to) 

name’), but obviously, English, which has ACC as a default, is the exception to the rule112. The 

ACC case idiosyncratically occurs (at least) in the following heterogeneous group of syntactic en-

vironments (cf. Schütze 1997). 

 
(77) a. Him/*He tired, they decided to camp for the night. – adjunct SC 
 b. It was us/*we. – predicate nominal 
 c. Me/*I, I like beans. – left dislocation 
 d. Us and them/*We and they are gonna rumble tonight. – conjoined subject 
 e. Me/*I too. – ellipsis 

(cf. Schütze 1997:53) 
 
E&G take into consideration a default mechanism (as proposed by Schütze 2001113) that can 

handle not only structural case, but also other unvalued formal features, but do not elaborate this 

proposal any further. In any case, I do not think that the mere observation that ACC-marked 

DPs occur in contexts with no obvious case-assigner available justifies treating all the contexts in 

(77) alike, i.e. associating all with a default case mechanism that generates an ACC-marked sub-

ject, aprioristically excluding alternative approaches (at least as to the subject of the ARI) such as 

a covert case assigner (an alternative I will pursue in 3.3). While this is not at all meant to under-

mine the default case hypothesis, which indeed seems a valid account of some of the syntactic 

contexts in (77), I propose to draw a dividing line between minimal environments where the de-

fault case surfaces (ellipses, conjoined nominals, dislocations), and clausal environments (ARIs, 

gerunds, SCs including appositives and predicative complements) where ACC-marking might be 

motivated otherwise.  

 With these basic observations as to the clausal syntax and the subject case of the ARI out-

lined, I will now, for expository reasons, first turn to E&G’s semantic analysis of the ARI, before 

I will proceed to discuss further syntactic properties. 

 

 Although the present study’s primary intention is to provide a syntactic analysis of the ARI, 
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
112 To put the ‘exceptionality’ into perspective, it should be noted that default case is subject to diachronic change 

just like many other linguistic phenomena are (E&G 2006:207, fn. 8, referring to Lightfoot (p.c.)). Thus, Visser 
(1963:237ff.) identifies the default case in earlier stages of English as NOM. 

113 Schütze operates in the generative subtheory called Distributed Morphology (DM). DM is a non-lexicalist theory, 
which allows for morphological processes not only in CHL (as Chomskyan linguistics does, in addition to morpho-
logical processes in LEX; lexicalist theories, on the other hand, assume lexical-morphological deriva-
tion/inflection to happen in LEX exclusively), but also post-syntactically (so-called late insertion, i.e. lexical inser-
tion after Spell-Out/at PF), a mechanism which, among other things, provides/complements unvalued features 
(e.g. default case) with a default value – hence, ultimately with a concrete morphophonology.  

 53
 

 





     

given a missing C-layer. For some reason (by hypothesis, because of the absence of a C-layer), 

[e]-binding cannot be achieved in ARIs, which is why they constitute unsaturated/indefinite ex-

pressions. Drawing another parallel to the nominal domain makes the notion of (in)definite 

events clearer (cf. Hoekstra & Hyams 1998:98f.): Definite (‘finite’) DPs ultimately establish refer-

ence via a definite D, prototypically realised as the (but cf. 1.2.3 for other Ds, including definite 

null Ds). Non-specific indefinite and bare nominals (e.g. mass nouns, generic a), on the other 

hand, behave analogously to ARIs in the clausal domain in that they remain unanchored (e.g. I 

love beer or I want to have a sandwich), producing an indefinite ‘some N’ reading. What should be 

kept in mind from these considerations is that the finiteness of clauses somehow correlates with a 

semantic characteristic of clauses that has been linked to the interrelated concepts of definiteness, 

saturation, and anchoring of events. 

 Formally, E&G implement these observations as follows: The expression of incredulity 

conveyed by ARIs is attributed to a covert operator R (adopted from Zanuttini & Portner’s 2003 

analysis of exclamatives) that induces a specific semanticopragmatic effect referred to as widening 

(actually intended to be a kind of sentential Force; cf. fn. 117). What R does is widen the domain 

of quantification of the event in its scope, similar to quantifying operators like all or some, which 

widen the referential domain of an N in their scope (i.e. a (man) refers to one entity, while some 

(men) evidently refers to more). The (set-theoretic) function of widening is to denote a presup-

posed set of alternative propositions: R contrasts an abnormal/unexpected event, which is ex-

pressed overtly by the ARI, with a presupposed set of normal/expected situations. In this sense, 

ARIs (and exclamatives) introduce a conventional scalar implicature: the event they denote lies at 

an extreme end of a scale of events, which is contextually given (in the common ground/shared 

knowledge). To illustrate this, consider the following examples.  

 
(80) John reads everything! – exclamative 
(81) John read a book?! – ARI 

 
In the exclamative (80), R adds an abnormal/unexpected event ‘read everything’ to the set of 

situations denoting what John normally eats (e.g. ‘(only) eat fish and chips’). In the ARI (81), R 

widens the set of situations representing what John typically reads (‘read newspapers, magazines, 

etc.’) by the abnormal/unexpected situation of him reading a book. It is this contrast produced 

by R that creates the pragmatic expression of incredulity. However, the crucial difference be-

tween exclamatives and ARIs concerns the factivity of their propositions: while exclamatives are 

factive, ARIs are non-factive (cf. their irrealis value)117. 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 

 

117 In their research, Zanuttini & Portner (e.g. 2003) pursue a compositional approach to sentential Force, meaning 
that a specific Force is actually composed of several other meanings/operators. Thus, the force of exclamatives is 
the result of two semantic operators interacting: a factive operator F that marks the proposition in its scope as 
true and an operator wh that denotes an alternative set of interpretations. E&G (2005:133ff.) extend wh to the 
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(83)  

 
 
G&E’s (2007:3) conception of the ARI as a syntactic, macrostructural exclamation phrase ExclP 

is supposed to match the quantificational tripartition induced by R: the ARI proper and its Coda 

are attached to a common root (cf. G&E 2007:3), which is the maximal projection ExclP of the 

widening operator R in Excl.  

 
(84) a. ExclP[ARI [R Coda]] 
 b. 

 
 
 This tripartite X’-scheme (i.e. XP[Spec [X Compl]) is taken to be the simplest configuration 

that can capture the macrostructural dependency between the ARI and its Coda. Empirical 

backup for this construal of the ARI comes from connectivity effects (i.e. syntacticosemantic de-

pendencies exceeding the clausal – but not necessarily the sentential – boundary) that can be ob-

served to hold between the ARI and its Coda. For instance, if there is an NPI120 in the ARI, the 

predicate in the Coda must be able to license it, otherwise an inappropriate Coda is generated.  

 
(85) a. Me buy anythingNPI in that shop?! ??Of course/??Okay/??Sure! 

b. Me buy anythingNPI in that shop?! I doubt it/Never/No way! 
(cf. G&E 2005:133f.) 

 
However, the putative connectivity effects indicated by NPI-licensing are not all that conclusive 

evidence for a macrostructural ARI, as I will more explicitly argue in 3.2. Moreover, I principally 

find E&G’s theoretical decision to adopt a structural description of the ARI as presented in (84) 

rather contrived (and thus rather laborious to comprehend). To name but one issue, the theoreti-

cal status of a category like Excl(P) is far from evident. Are textual macrostructures that contain 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
120 NPI is short for negative polarity item. NPIs are inherently negative items like any or at all that have to be licensed 

and bound by another (explicitly or inherently) negative item (e.g. sentential negation not, interrogative operator, 
or negative pronouns/Ds like no one, no or nothing, verbs like doubt) c-commanding them. 

 
  (i) a. I don’t want to hear any excuses. 

 b. I want to hear (some)/*any excuses.  
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more than one sentence theoretically desirable at all? Could it be that the ExclP, i.e. ARI plus 

Coda, is to be construed as a genuine complex clause (a stipulation that I would find hard to 

comprehend)? Why is the ARI generated in the specifier of ExclP? What is the syntactic nature 

of the Coda? Are there really selectional restrictions between R and the Coda requiring the Coda 

to be exclamatory (very doubtful given rather unexclamatory Codas such as I doubt it), or can just 

any sentential form fulfil the role of a follow-up expression? Is the Coda even obligatory? Does 

every exclamatory clause (i.e. every clause containing R) project an ExclP, rather than a CP (be it 

split or not), the generally assumed locus of sentential Force? To my knowledge, neither linguists 

assuming a ForceP (e.g. Rizzi 1997), nor those promoting a compositional approach to sentential 

Force (e.g. Zanuttini & Portner 2003, from which E&G adopted their idea) would grant an ex-

ceptional syntactic status to exclamatory clauses. However, although I believe that the empirical 

coverage achieved on the basis of a quantificational tripartition account can also be reached by a 

more minimal and at the same time more general approach to the structure of ARIs (as I will ar-

gue for in 3.2), I will, for the time being, maintain E&G’s conception for the remaining exposi-

tion of their findings, which I consider valid irrespective of the exact structural description they 

are based on (ultimately, many observations will prove to extend to my own analysis). As a final 

note, it should be emphasised that the inclusion of R and the quantificational tripartition it is 

taken to induce is a theoretically adequate and appealing proposal, but there are no principled 

grounds that require the tripartition to be represented in a macrostructure as it is assumed by 

E&G.  

 With this tripartite structure of the ARI as a foundation, E&G proceed to give brief pho-

nological and information-structural accounts of the ARI, followed by a comprehensive cross-

linguistic investigation into its clausal syntax. 

  

 As to the phonological side of the ARI, E&G observe that the intonational contour of the 

macrostructural ARI is variable according to the sequential ordering of the ARI and its Coda: In 

initial position (i.e. ARI > Coda), the ARI bears exclamatory intonation, and the Coda does so, 

too. If the Coda is fronted, i.e. if the sequence ARI > Coda is inversed to Coda > ARI, the into-

nation of the ARI is levelled down to a final falling one121, while the exclamatory intonation of 

the Coda remains constant. 

 
(86) a. John read a book?! Come on, man! 

b. Come on, man!, John read a book… 
(cf. G&E 2005:134) 

 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
121 Where the triple period ‘…’ signifies final falling intonation, as opposed to ‘?!’. 
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E&G further stipulate that while it is not obligatory for the Coda to be realised overtly, the inter-

pretation and the intonational contour of the ARI would nonetheless remain constant in this 

case, just as if a Coda were realised. At best, this rather meagre characterisation of the intona-

tional properties of ARIs is insufficient. First, one would have to assume movement of the Coda 

to capture orderings like in (86)122, but it is not at all clear where (let alone why) it would move in 

a structure like that represented in (84) ([[Come on, man]+[John read a book] R [Come on, man]]). 

Also, the sequence in which the ARI and its Coda can occur and the intonational contour each 

may have unrestrictively vary with nearly any combinatorial configuration possible (cf. the discus-

sion to follow in 3.2) – again a fact that weakens the putative macrostructural connectivity of the 

ARI.   

 As to the information-structural (IS) properties of the ARI, E&G’s rather concise account 

is not any different from that of Lambrecht (1990) (cf. (61)): ARIs are taken to encode a straight-

forward topic-comment structure, with the ARI proper being the topic (familiar information), 

and the Coda the comment (unfamiliar information). I argue against a macrostructural, intersen-

tential conception of the IS of ARIs on the same grounds on which I disagreed with Lambrecht’s 

proposal (cf. p. 46). 

 One central class of adverb that was excluded from the initial discussion of adverbial modi-

fiability (cf. (73)) are temporal adverbs like yesterday. Languages actually differ in whether they al-

low for temporal modification (by adverbs) of the ARI or not, a restriction that provides further 

insights into the clausal structure of ARIs. While the ARI in Group II languages like English are 

not compatible with temporal adverbs, Group I languages like Spanish do permit them, although 

the untensedness of ARIs would suggest a generalised constraint on temporal modification.  

 
(87) a. *John readINF a book yesterday?! 
 b. Juan leer un libro ayer?! 

(cf. E&G 2005:135) 
 
Following Baker & Travis’ (1997) theory of definiteness (already briefly outlined in 1.2.10), which 

generalises the different means languages employ to anchor an event in spacetime to whether 

they mark it as definite or indefinite (parallel to D in the nominal domain, i.e. finiteness, estab-

lished through TAM-related categories in Indo-European languages)123, E&G attribute the varia-

tion of temporal modifiability of ARIs to a blocking effect (cf. below) induced by a definite 

marker forming a so-called opaque domain124. For an illustration of the (in)definiteness effect, 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 

 

122 Admittedly, G&E (2005:135) do just this, but significantly, the convoluted structure they presuppose for the 
movement to be able to occur is re-abandoned by themselves in subsequent publications (e.g. in E&G 2007). 

123 Baker & Travis (1997) investigate the Iroquoian language Mohawk. They identify the definite marker -wa and the 
indefinite marker v-, which differentiate events parallel to what tensed vs. untensed contexts accomplish in Eng-
lish. 

124 The concept of opaque domains was introduced in Chomsky (1981). A domain approximately comprises a head, 
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3 Adult Root Infinitives: A minimalist analysis 
3.1 Preliminary remarks 

Many non-generativist theories of language (Construction Grammar in particular; cf. 2.3) reject 

the atomistic conception central to generative theory that “any sentence in a language can be re-

solved into configurations containing only constituents of the designated types [i.e. N, V, etc.; 

N.W.], arranged according to the standard rules, and yielding interpretations which follow from 

regular principles of compositional semantics” (Fillmore et al. 1988:503). One of the intertheo-

retical goals of a theory of minimalist syntax should then be to provide an explicit description of 

structures commonly filed under idiosyncratic or idiomatic (e.g. the ARI), programmatically so by 

approaches like CG. Accordingly, Adger’s (2003:208f.) reply to generic critiques of the above 

kind puts my own proceeding into a more general methodological-theoretical context. 

 
The important point to note about this kind of argument [i.e. that there is more (structurally-
hierarchically) to syntactic structure than meets the eye; N.W.] is that it takes a problem which had 
been previously dealt with by using an idiosyncratic rule, and solves it in a principled fashion 
[…]. This kind of argument, where a phenomenon which can be described by a construc-
tion-specific rule can actually be explained as a consequence of general principles interacting 
together, is a classic example of the way that syntacticians try to provide deeper explanations 
by using theoretical principles, rather than just descriptive devices. 

   

 More precisely, what I intend to do in this chapter is to continue the critical review of the 

three works surveyed in the preceding chapter, synthesising them by way of my own analysis, 

which attempts to reduce the ‘idiosyncrasies’ of the ARI to the general principles provided by the 

minimalist syntax framework as it was laid out in ch. 1. In more detail, I will focus on three broad 

issues that have emerged from the discussion so far: (a) the nature of the dependency between 

the ARI and its Coda (or, its follow-up expression); (b) the extension of the clausal syntactic 

structure of the ARI (mainly for English/Group II languages) as well as constraints thereon; and 

(c), the semanticopragmatic properties of the ARI and how they relate to sentence-typological 

matters. 

 

3.2 The ARI: So lonely that it needs a companion? 

E&G’s (2002ff.) construal of the syntactic structure of the ARI rests on the assumption that the 

ARI proper and its Coda form some kind of syntacticosemantic macrostructure131 – a tripartite 

structure akin to that formed by operators like even (cf. the discussion around (84)) –, which is 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
131 This is also Lambrecht’s (1990) assumption (cf. p. 42), who assumes the ARI (IRC) to form a macro-construction 

with what he refers to as follow-up expression. 
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thought to capture a putatively tight structural connection between the two. Although I generally 

agree with E&G’s observations concerning the semanticopragmatic characteristics of the ARI 

(i.e. that they are indefinite in some sense, that they are irrealis, and that they trigger a phenome-

non referred to as widening), I doubt that the tripartition approach including the Coda adequately 

captures the syntactic makeup of the ARI. Crucially, the validity of E&G’s tripartite structure 

hinges on the not uncontroversial presupposition that ARIs have to obligatorily co-occur with a 

Coda: “[ARIs] must have a Coda. Coda-less cases of [A]RIs are felt to be incomplete sentences, 

instances where the speaker is, so to speak, speechless” (G&E 2003:222). Accordingly, a refuta-

tion, or at least a weakening, of the connectedness between the ARI and its Coda would invali-

date the tripartition approach as put forth by E&G. Thus, in what follows I will further elaborate 

the points of criticism already tentatively outlined on p. 57f., taking a closer look at the Coda it-

self and how it exactly relates to the ARI. 

 

 The most immediate problem concerns the theoretical status of the macrostructural ARI 

(labelled ExclP, being a maximal projection of Excl/R), which is far from clear: Is ExclP to be 

equalled with the common maximal projections that clauses constitute (CP, TP), or does it form 

some completely new category (ExclP)? Given that ExclP can hardly be likened to the common 

clausal syntax as it has been elaborated so far (captured in the HoP; cf. (32)) for comprising two 

non-coordinated (nor otherwise syntactically connected) independent clauses, the crucial question 

to ask, then, is why the ARI as construed by E&G should be granted any exceptional status 

among all the clausal structures that are generalisable to primitive syntactic objects by basic prin-

ciples. Clearly, such an analysis conflicts – heavily so – with the programmatic objectives of gen-

erative linguistics as formulated above (cf. 3.1). Consequently, within a genuinely syntactic theory, 

it does not seem appropriate to stipulate some otherwise valid operator (R) that connects two 

apparently independent clauses (i.e. ARI and Coda). Such an approach to syntactic structure is 

already heading towards a transsentential theory of texts, which is pragmatic in nature132. These 

conceptual issues are reflected in the evidence put forth in support of the tripartite structure (e.g. 

connectivity effects indicated by NPI licensing; cf. (85)), which prove to be rather weak under 

critical examination.  

 

 
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
132 Where text refers to stretches of oral or written discourse that exceed the sentential boundary (note that a sen-

tence can comprise more than one clause, in which case it is a multiclausal, complex sentence). The present exclu-
sion of such theories (i.e. text linguistics, discourse analysis, conversation analysis) is not intended to devalue 
those approaches. Rather, I consider the distinction between syntactic theory and any text theory to be related to 
their different linguistic objects of investigation (e.g. sentence vs. text/discourse/conversation, etc.) and the asso-
ciated difference in theoretical perspective (pragmatic, syntactic, etc.) a specific approach subscribes to. Which of 
those different approaches (and yet others) should be given theoretical priority is another matter. 
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 One semanticosyntactic dependency that is supposed to hold between the ARI and its 

Coda is the cross-clausal licensing of NPIs such as any(thing). As a reminder, NPIs are intrinsically 

negative elements that can only co-occur with (i.e. are only licensed by) other intrinsically or ex-

plicitly negative elements like (to) doubt or not (including other not evidently negative contexts, e.g. 

interrogation) within the same sentence, be it mono- or multi-clausal, but not across the bounda-

ries of a sentence. 

 
(96) a. There aren’tneg anyNPI books left 
 b. *There are anyNPI books left. 
 c. I doubtneg CP[that there are anyNPI  books left]. 
 d. *I think CP[that there are anyNPI  books left]. 
 
(97) a. Me buy anythingNPI in that shop?! I don’tneg think so/I doubtneg it/Neverneg! 
 b. ?Me buy anythingNPI in that shop?! I (do) think so/Definitely! 

(cf. e.g. G&E 2005:133f.) 
 
However, deducing from the apparent NPI-licensing dependency between the ARI and its Coda 

(cf. (97)) that the two form a unified syntactic structure seems to rash. It is not as straightforward 

as purported why (97), which is supposed to be unacceptable for a lacking NPI licenser in the 

Coda, should be inappropriate at all. Rather, (97) is perfectly acceptable as shown by an appropri-

ate minimal discourse context.  

 
(98) Will you buy anything in that shop? – Me buy anythingNPI in that shop?! I think 

so./Definitely!/OK! 
 

In this case, the Coda confirms what is predicated of the subject (in either of the preceding sen-

tences, the ARI and the context sentence), while it does not call it into question, which, admit-

tedly, seems to be the more frequent type of Coda ARIs are associated with. Minimally, this con-

textualisation of the ARI and its Coda shows that it is not at all evident that connectivity effects, 

at least with regard to NPI-licensing, do exist systematically between the two. Rather, given that 

the violations of NPI-licensing in (96) are unambiguously ungrammatical, while the ARI and its 

Coda in (97) do not exhibit an equally clear violation (if they show any at all, as argued against by 

(98)), it seems that the ARI and the Coda should be dissociated into two syntactically independ-

ent textual entities, with eventual dependencies between the two being relegated to a pragmatic 

theory of (con)text. Incidentally, (98) also explains how and by which element NPIs are actually 

licensed in ARIs: Just like the NPI anything in the context question is licensed by a covert inter-

rogative force operator, it is reasonable to assume a similar covert licenser operating in ARIs133, 

rather than construing an element in the Coda as the licenser.    

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
133 Indeed, provided one subscribes to a compositional approach to sentential force operators as advocated by 

Zanuttini & Portner (2003) (cf. 1.2.8 on sentence types), it might turn out that it is one and the same operator 
that licenses NPIs in both interrogatives and ARIs. 
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 Another grammatical property of the macrostructural ARI put forth in support of a tripar-

tite structure is the variable intonational contour, which changes, E&G argue, according to the 

relative order of the ARI and its Coda. G&E (2005:134) claim that the Coda always receives ex-

clamatory intonation (‘!’) by R, while the ARI either receives its typical final-rising intonation 

(marked by ‘?!’), or a level-falling one (marked by ‘…’) according to its position relative to the 

Coda (the examples in (86) are repeated as (99) here).  

 
(99) a. John read a book?! Come on, man! 
 b. Come on, man!, John read a book… 

 

At best, however, this seems an incomplete and oversimplified characterisation of the intona-

tional properties of the ARI – even of a macrostructural one. First, one would have to assume 

movement of the Coda to some initial position in order to capture the variable surface order in 

(99). Indeed, the comma punctuation in (99) is intended to indicate just this, but it remains un-

clear where the Coda should have moved: It could only be – somewhat arbitrarily, because un-

motivated – adjoined to the ARI since no free position is available in the tripartite ExclP as it is 

schematically represented in (84). Even if movement was made possible, for instance at the cost 

of a further structural expansion of the ExclP, it would still seem odd why it is the ARI, which 

stays in place (i.e. in [Spec,Excl]), that should systematically receive a variable intonational con-

tour, while that of the Coda remains constant (i.e. exclamatory) although it is the clausal constitu-

ent that changes places134. Therefore, given the implausibility of a moving Coda, I will from here 

on make a distinction between a Coda proper, i.e. an expression immediately following the ARI, 

and a Prelude, i.e. an expression immediately preceding the ARI135; as a superordinate for both 

notions I introduce the notion Satellite.  

 The problematic assumption of movement notwithstanding, there are in sum at least six 

more appropriate intonational patterns a macrostructural ARI can exhibit, in addition to the two 

in (99) (provided that a Satellite is realised at all, an issue that will be addressed below). 

 
(100) a. John read a book?! Come on, man… 
 b. John read a book… Come on, man… 
 c. John read a book… Come on, man! 
 d. Come on, man! John read a book?! 
 e. Come on man… John read a book?! 
 f. Come on, man… John read a book… 

 
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
134 In analogy, a focalised constituent, for instance, receives sentential stress in Foc (e.g. contrastive stress as in HIM, I 

don’t like him). This reflects the theoretical desideratum that movement into the C-domain, such as topicalisation 
and focalisation, which has often been misdefined in generative linguistics as an optional-stylistic device, should 
be motivated, and thus result in a difference of meaning (of some kind, be it pragmatic or semantic). Movement 
into the Infl-domain, on the other hand, is motivated on purely morphosyntactic grounds (e.g. verb movement).   

135 In any case, it would not make much sense to maintain the designation Coda (Italian cauda ‘tail’) if the structure it 
refers to actually precedes the ARI.  
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The point of enumerating the possible sequences of varying intonational contours is not to dis-

cuss the exact internal intonational structure of either of the two parts, but rather to show that 

none of the combinations in (100) (let alone those in (99)) is particularly inappropriate136. Thus, 

given the practically unconstrained sequential and intonational combinations in which the ARI 

and a Satellite can occur, it is rather unlikely that this non-systematic positional and prosodic 

variation is under the control of an operator within a tripartite structure, as suggested by E&G.  

 

 Another argument against the proposed syntactic connectedness of the ARI and its Satellite 

concerns the general nature of the Satellite itself, which, apart from a concise characterisation as 

an expression of doubt towards the propositional content of the ARI, strangely enough has not 

received the attention it deserves given its central status in both E&G’s and Lambrecht’s account. 

An approximate semanticopragmatic categorisation can be accomplished on the basis of the 

speaker’s attitude towards the truth of the propositional content of the ARI, yielding either assen-

tive (accepting), or dissentive (rejecting) Satellites. These expressions of assent or dissent seem to 

be morphosyntactically instantiated mostly by various nonsententials137 including adverbs (e.g. 

Never!; Definitely!), by idiomatic sentential structures (e.g. Come on, man!), or by minimal, non-

complex (but otherwise proper) CPs containing a predicate that expresses assent (I think/believe 

(so)!) or dissent (I doubt it!; I don’t think so!). Of course, a more exact typology of the Satellite  

would need to be established in order to be able to exhaustively evaluate to which extent, and if 

at all, dependencies, be they textual or syntactic, exist between the ARI and a potential Satellite. 

However, for the time being, one can observe that it does indeed depend on the variable syntac-

ticosemantic nature of the Satellite itself whether it can precede (Prelude) and/or follow (Coda) 

an ARI, but not on any syntacticosemantic constraints specific to a macrostructural ARI.  

 
(101) a. Are you coming to my party? – Me come to your party?! I doubt it!/Definitely!/Never!/Come 
  on, man! 
 b. Are you coming to my party? – ??I doubt it!/*Definitely!/??Never!/Come on, man!  Me come 

 to your party?! 
 

These examples of positionally different types of Satellites preceding or following the same ARI 

suggest that there indeed exist compatibility dependencies between the ARI and a Satellite. Still, 

to stipulate that these systematically operate within one sentential macrostructure is too strong a 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
136 The difference between ‘?!’ and ‘…’ seems to concern the meaning that is (conventionally) associated with a given 

intonational contour. Accordingly, while the former is associated with the expression of incredulity, the latter has 
much less emphatic force, instead expressing something scepticism (almost cynical) towards a given context 
proposition. The crucial point here is that intonational contours are grammaticalised means to signal a commit-
ment to the truth of a propositional content, thus being related to the concept of force (the conception that sen-
tential Force is composed of more primitive phenomena is taken up at the very and of this study).    

137 Nonsententials are structures smaller than TP, but terminal syntactic objects nonetheless. Traditionally, they were 
analysed as regular sentences (CPs) involving ellipses.  
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conclusion: While any Coda (proper) seems to be rather unproblematic (cf. (101)), the putative 

Preludes behave differently, their appropriateness varying individually (cf. (101)). If one maintains 

that the Coda provides some sort of comment138 about the (proposition of) the ARI preceding it, 

then the appropriateness of the Codas in (101) falls out naturally. Things are different with (101), 

where the same Codas precede the ARI as Preludes: Definitely! appears to be inappropriate, while I 

doubt it! and Never! are at best marginally acceptable. Crucially, this deviance in appropriateness 

only manifests itself if these Preludes co-occur with an ARI, otherwise, if they stand on their 

own, all but Come on man! (more on which below) make perfectly good replies to the context 

question of (101). 

 
(102) Are you coming to my party? – I doubt it!/Definitely!/Never!/?Come on, man! 

 

The distributional properties of the Satellites suggest to analyse those in (101) (and ultimately also 

those in (102)) as standing in a textual comment relation to their pre-text, the context question, 

rather than to regard them as Preludes to the ARI. Their variable appropriateness (in (101), as 

opposed to (102)) can be accounted for accordingly: Assentive expressions (Definitely!) are infelici-

tous because it would be pragmatically infelicitous to first positively answer a question, and to 

subsequently revoke that answer by uttering an ARI. Dissentive expressions (I doubt it!; Never!), on 

the other hand, might seem less flawed than assentive ones, but still, they are not as appropriate 

as in post-ARI position (cf. (101)). Finally, the expression Come on, man!, neither assentive, nor 

explicitly dissentive, would make a good Prelude to an ARI (in contrast to the other Satellites) as 

well as a good Coda, but standing on its own, it would not make a particularly appropriate answer 

to a context sentence, remaining somehow unsaturated (cf. (102)). In any case, this typological-

syntactic analysis of what is referred to as Coda by E&G (and as follow-up expression by Lambrecht 

1990), although being far from complete, has made explicit that it is rather unlikely that any de-

pendencies between ARIs and their ‘Codas’ (i.e. NPI-licensing, intonational contours, relative or-

der) are syntactic in nature, but that they should rather be captured in a pragmatic-textual theory. 

Consequently, it is dubious whether a Satellite must be realised at all, as demanded by both E&G 

and Lambrecht. As it stands, an ARI can indeed occur alone without the need of being satu-

rated/complemented by any Satellite expression. It is due to merely pragmatic mechanisms of 

communication whether the incredulity expressed by an ARI receives a reinforcement by a dis-

sentive Coda, a contradiction by an assentive Coda, or a reduplication by non-definite (i.e. neither 

assentive, nor dissentive) expressions like Come on, man! – but it is no syntactic requirement! This 

textual-pragmatic view of how the ARI relates to a given Satellite also accounts for why definite 
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
138 As argued for more extensively in fn. 97, I do not consider the configuration ARI > Coda, whatever its syntactic 

status, a topic/comment structure sensu stricto (i.e. intrasentential), but, more loosely, a textual aboutness relation 
between two independent sentences. 
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Satellites (i.e. assentive/dissentive ones) can follow an ARI as Codas, thus commenting on it in 

the sense discussed in fn. 97. In contrast, they considerably decline in appropriateness if they co-

occur with an ARI, not as a Prelude to the ARI, but as a ‘Coda’ to a context expression (i.e. actu-

ally a simple answer; cf. (102)). Consequently, the incompatibility of any reply expressions with an 

ARI following them can hardly be inherent to the expressions themselves (as (102) shows, where 

they occur alone, forming appropriate answers), but is rather due to a clash of two conflicting 

pragmatic meanings (as described above, first saying ‘yes’, then ‘no’). Thus, with the Coda identi-

fied as an essentially optional textual Satellite of ARIs, the tripartite macrostructure of the ARI 

becomes even less plausible139
.  

 Nonetheless, it should be mentioned that to reject the tripartition as advocated by E&G 

does not mean to generally exclude the possibility of a tripartition induced by an operator R within 

one clause (just like in exclamatives (cf. (80)), but only to exclude the Coda (Satellite) from the 

genuine syntactic analysis of the ARI. Indeed, G&E (2005:135) note that Zanuttini & Portner’s 

(2003) operator R actually is a monoargumental one, i.e. only takes one complement on which it 

operates (e.g. assigning a final-rising intonational contour, inducing widening, etc.), contrary to 

E&G’s misconceived adoption of R as a complex textual operator operating over two arguments, 

the ARI and its Coda. 

 

 Finally, as to the sentence-typological potential of the ARI, both Lambrecht and E&G do 

not seem to have too much confidence in its ability to express illocutionary/sentential force, in-

stead shifting the locus of force to the Coda/the follow-up expression (cf. the discussion around 

(57) and fn. 115 for their views). However, in line with Akmajian, I maintain the view that, just 

like more common sentence types (declarative, interrogative, etc.), the ARI has the autonomous 

capacity to encode a specific sentential Force (for the time being captured by the notion of incre-

dulity), and is not in need of another supportive expression like the Coda. Therefore, I will con-

tinue my analysis on the assumption that the ARI forms a monoclausal structure to the exclusion 

of any other, maybe close, but ultimately only peripheral textual entities (Satellites).   

 

 

 

 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
139 Even though G&E (2005:135) concede that the Coda may remain unrealised, they stipulate that in this case the 

Coda is still covertly present since the intonational contour of the ARI and the interpretation of the macrostruc-
tural ARI would remain the same. This circular argumentation comes across as rather unconvincing, given the 
vagueness of E&G’s analysis of the intonational properties of the macrostructural ARI (cf. the discussion around 
(99)), and given the stipulative character of the assumption that the incredulous meaning is partly conveyed by the 
Coda, and does not constitute a property inherent to the ARI itself.  
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