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Abstract: Standard criticisms of unjustified grammaticality assignments in generative
syntax are easily countered by reminders that grammaticality is a different notion from
acceptability. In response, the criticisms are reformulated here in a way that interprets
unjustified assignments as possible evidence of the predictive failure of current
generative syntactic models, and not, as is standard, as evidence of an overly narrow
evidentiary base. This is argued to invalidate appeals to the grammaticality/acceptability
contrast, showing that the persistent anxieties about intuitive grammaticality assignments
in generative methodology withstand the stock Chomskian defence. It is argued that if
grammaticality assignments are as unreliable as critics of generativism often claim, their
use conflicts with both the obvious theoretical goal of Minimalist syntax, and with its
orientation as ‘Galilean’ science.

Keywords: philosophy of generative grammar, grammeaticality, acceptability, prediction,
daain linguistics, Galilean science



1. Introduction

Within linguistics itself, perhgosno aspect of generative syntax has aroused as much
controversy astheevidentiary role thetheory accordsto intuitionsand the grammaticality
assignments which they are said to supply (see SchYtze (1996)for a detailed review of
thequestion). The early phases of generative research devoted some effort to motivating
and defending the use of intuition-based daa. In recent times, however, this concern
seemsto have al butdisappeared, as aperusa of key works such as Chonsky (1995a
2000), Horngein et al. (2005)and Boeckx (2006)quickly shows.! Despite this, theuse
of intuition-based data seems as problematic now as it ever did, certainly to thos outside
the generative camp (e.g. Sampson, 2007), and also to some within it. To many linguists,
there is something fundamentally wrongwith wha generativists do with intuitively
obtained grammaticality judgaments. many acceptable sentences, appaently free from
processing-inducd interference, are neverthdess counied as ungrammatical in syntactic
argumentation on thegroundsthat they clash with aresearcher@ intuitions A measure of
the seriousess of theissueisthefact tha it is prominent even amonginvestigaors
committed to forma grammatical theories, and sympahetic in prindple to the use of
intuition-based data (Wasow and Arnold, 2005 Cann et al., 2005;Featherston 2007).

GenerativistsQourrent neglect of the specific topic of intuitionshas certainly not been
matched by any wider lack of attention to questions aboutevidence, theory evaluaion, or
theempirical character of linguistic research. Recent exertion over these issues has been
mog pronouned in Minimalism, and has largdy focussed on a broader theme: the
theory@ claimed status as @alileanCscience. This connection between the generative
approach to languaye and the styles of inquiry employed at the outset of moden science
has been drawn by Chonmsky for at least thirty years (see Botha (1982 for discussion).
Recently, however, theclaimed similarity has been repeatedly emphasised, and nolonge
jug by Chomsky himself (Boeckx, 2006 Hinzen, 2006 Boeckx and Piatelli-Palmarini,
forthcoming). The establishment of thisintellectud affiliationis clearly intended to
jugify many specific practices of generative linguistics, the use of intuition-based daa
induded. This shift in the centre of gravity of methodological reflectionin Minimalism
necessitates a recongderation of the status of intuitive judgements of grammaticality,
which remain the @repondeate datalof generative research (Collins, 2007, p. 652). The
clam tha generative linguistics is no different from Galilean sciences like physcs has
seriousimplicationsfor the types of objection usudly levelled agang thetheory®
prindpd source of evidence. If Chomsky and othersCclaims aboutscientific practice are
correct, theforce of these usud objectionsmay be significantly undemined.

This article has six sections In the sectiontwo | illugrate the empirical problem
facing intuition-based syntactic theory by examining recent generative literature for
examples of ad starsQ(sentences treated as ungrammatical in spite of thefact that they
appear to be acceptable). Section three states the standad Chomskian defence, based on
the contrast between grammaticality and acceptability: since grammaticality and
acceptability are different sentence propetties, we should expect tha at least some

! Debate on the theoretical status of intuitions is still flourishing in the philosophical literature, even if it has
been largely neglected by practitioners. See Devitt (2006) and Ludlow (forthcoming).



acceptable sentences will be ungrammatical . Section four presents an aternaive to the
usud criticisms of intuitions as a source of evidence. | suggest that the grammaticality
assignments foundin generative theory are better interpreted as predictionsof
grammaticality than astheevidentiary base for syntactic theory development. These two
condruds are usudly taken as equivalent, butl will arguetha it isonly unde theformer
tha objectionsagang generative theory based on the propottion of bad stars have any
traction. It will beargued that since grammaticality can only beopeationdized as
acceptability, the congrud of thebad star problem as a problem for the theory®
predictive and explanaory patential invdidates the standard Chonskian defence:
grammaticality and acceptability should align more often than notif thetheory isto be
credible. Asaresult, if thepropottion of bad starsis as great as some bdieve,
generativism has a case to answer. Sectionfive congders, and argues agang, apossible
geneativist respong to this claim predicated on the legitimacy of sometimes gross
discrepandes between theory and observation in empirical science. It also makes a short
detour into the history of science to assess generativisn@ claimed statusas a Galilean
enterprise in thelight of theobjectionsagand it. As aresult of these consderations |
condudein section six tha the picture of scientific practice appealed to by many
genegdtive theoristsis skewed in some important ways, and that generativists have good
reason to worry if thetheory@ empirical claims are as shaky as ther critics claim.?

2. Bad Stars in Current Generative Theory

In generative syntax, intuitionstypically play two roles. First, and classicaly, they are
taken as awindowonto linguistic competence. The native speaker can draw onther
intuitionsto evaluae thegrammaticality of different stringsbecause these intuitions
represent applicationsof the same linguistic knowedgewhich generates the stringsin the
first place. Intuitionsare thusthe Qoice of competenceQin Michael Devitt@ phrase
(2006 p. 4).*

Relatedly, intuitionsalso serve astheprincdpd meansof idealization in the practice
of generative syntax. The generative (and broader linguistic) project of theorizing form-
meaning relationsin languaye encounters an in-prindple problem: given theright
context, virtudly any string of words can communicate a meaning. How, then, dowe
draw theline between meaning which is conveyed in spite of thewords chosn, and
meaning conveyed because of them? Thisisthepaint at which intuitionsof
grammaticality intervene these intuitionsidentify which sentences are and are not well-

2 In accordance with Chomsky @ practice in Aspects (1965: 10B15), | have not distinguished Gentence®
and QitteranceQin this article. An anonymous reviewer usefully points out, however, that Gt one stage
in the history of generative grammar, grammatical well-formedness was said to be a property of
sentences (as competence units) while acceptability was said to be a property of utterances, as
performance events.O See Carr (2003) for discussion.

It should be emphasised that since appeal to intuitive evidence is characteristic of many varieties of
grammatical argument, questions about its legitimacy do not just present a problem for generative
syntax.

A complicating factor for this position is the fact that, as pointed out by MYhlhaYsler (1987), it is open
to question whether the idea of making grammaticality judgements is even comprehensible to speakers
in some linguistic communities.



formed in particular meanings By conaulting speskersOintuitionsaboutwha is andis not
awell-formed string, the generative syntactician can effect thenecessary abgraction from
real performance daa, idedlizing thefactsto be explained in a way which offers some
hopeof theoretical tractability. Intuitionssupply the investigator with a @eadily
accessible and informativeQ(Chornsky, 1986, p. 36) class of datafrom which irrelevant
interference has been removed, and which can consequently reveal the propeties of |-
languae

It isawidespread assumptionin fieldsdrawing on generativist research tha the
intuition-based picture of languaye emerging fromthis traditionis essentialy accurate.
Thisis particularly true of many philosophesOand cognitive scientistsQuse of generative
linguigtics. Devitt, for indance, observes tha generative grammar has made
@xtraordinary progress in providing explicit statements of thelinguistic rules with the
aim of deriving complete structural descriptionsof all the possible sentences of a
languayed(2006 p. 15), even thoughhewithholdsany imputation of psychological
reality from these structural descriptions He also says of native speakers tha Ghe
intuitive judgments that they make aboutthe language are generally reliable((2006 p. 5).
Laurence (2003)makes aclaim aongsimilar lines:

Because of the great explanatory power the Chomskian account offers linguistic
theory in explaining a vast range of phenomena from language acquisition,
processing, breakdown, and historical change, in terms of linguistic kindsE, the
Chomskian account should be our default hypothesis concerning the nature of
linguistic kinds. These considerations provide us with apowerful prima facie reason
for accepting the Chomskian account. (p. 100)

There seems, in shott, to be widespread agreement tha, at thevery least, geneative
syntactic theory offersagood,or goodenough description of what syntax islike.”
Presumably, thisis anecessary precondition for any further claim. To suggest, asis
common, that generative linguistics is naural science (brain science, cognitive
neuroscience, biology, and so on) mug entail tha it correctly characterizes the objects
which it studies Bwithin, of course, the (subjectively measured) degrees of tolerance
familiar in empirical research, and allowing for the possibility (or, rather, thelikelihood)
tha thetheory will lead usto reconceive thedaa, perhgosradicaly. In the same way, we
would not counienance a theory of geography or geomorphology which did not correctly
describethe naura features for which it offered atheoretical account once agan
undestanding @orrectlyCnotin any dogmatic or postivistic sense, butsimply in some
hard to specify but unexceptiond way, familiar in empirical research, which respects the
ideatha theories are about and hence responsbleto, evidence. | return to this point later.
Given theimportance of theoriesOaccuracy and reliability, then, any deviation from these
standardsis newsworthy.

Usually, discussion of Chomsky in the philosophical literature pays scant attention to recent
instantiations of generative theory. It is hard to avoid the impression that many philosophers still
essentially operate with an Aspects picture of the specific character of syntactic research. Yet the
grammaticality assignments from that stage of the theory seem notably less tenuous than many of
those advanced in current models, as also pointed out by Clifton ez al. (2006, p. 65). The extent of this
problem israrely appreciated.



In the absence of the claim that intuitionsgive access to the nature of I-language,
thar apped as an avenueof idedlization greatly diminishes. Other ways of idedlizing the
performance data are certainly conaeivable: onemight, for example, restrict oneself to a
strictly circumscribed corpusof actud utterances, eliminaing obviousfalse starts,
hesitationsand so on. On primafacie grounds many of these other meansare attractive,
since they lack the notorioudy ungable and subjective character of intuitions®

Section 2.2 illudrates theingability of intuitionsby doaumenting ingances of bad
stars D sentences spurioudy treated as ungrammatical ©drawn from recent geneativist
research articles. Thisis preceded in Section 2.1 by an accountof the possible sources of
these bad stars.

2.1 Noise Sources in Grammaticality Judgements
Thecogency of any criticism of intuition-based daain generative research will be
increased if it offers an accountof the sources of spurnousintuitive grammeaticality
assignments: thisisthetask of the present section. Intuitionsare problematic as sources
of data since they are notorioudy susceptible to MoiseCcreated by extra-grammatical
factors. In paticular, linguistic intuitionsof grammeaticality are hard to distinguish from
stylistic intuitionsof correctness or felicity. These notionsderive from an age-old
prescriptive grammatical and pedagogic tradition and reflect many extrinsc
condderations in particular notionsof elegance, good style and @ogica Oor felicitous
expression. For thetypical readership of this article, ignorng this kind of noiseis no
mean feat: academically trained subjects have received intengve ingructionin
expression, much of it of a prescriptive naure, and are highly self-coniousaboutissues
of wording. Furthermore, we are all steeped in awritten culture replete with injundions
aboutwha isandis nat @oodstyle® Gogical expressionCand so on? One cannotmerely
shake off one@ carefully honed linguistic habits. But this is exactly whét it is necessary to
do. A distinction mug be drawn wherever possible between intuitionsof acceptability
and intuitionsof preferred style. Many condructionsdemonized in the prescriptive
grammatical tradition asincorrect or bad English are in fact bad only from a stylistic
point of view, and perfectly acceptable in contexts (like informal spoken languaye) where
stylistic consderationsare unimportant. Phenomena like the split infinitive, the
placement of prepostionsat the end of the sentence, thelack of object case-marking on
relative pronouns and the absence of aless/fewer distincion (Love 1989 p. 283)are
merely the mog visible of those proscribed in traditiond school grammar: many other
sentences may contain stylistic or logical infélicity of aless easily labdled kind. Care
mug betaken notto mistake thisless easily labdled kind of stylistic or logical infelicity
for linguistic ungrammaticality.

A somewha notoriousexample, used by Horngein et al. in the context of a
discussion of feature-checking (2005 p. 299 (20b); see Henry, 2005 p. 1613and
Bobdjik, 2002 p. 247for some discussion), isingructive of the pointin question:

Other avenues of idealization are occasionaly called for, but rarely adopted. For one such call, see
Cann et al. (2005).

The influence of prescriptive grammar on acceptability judgements is sometimes acknowledged, e.g.
by Fitzpatrick (2006, p. 423, n.28).



1) *T here seems to be many people in theroom

Sentences like this, in which the verb does not agree with its GssodateQ(many people),
are strongly proscribed in thegrammatical tradition Bpartly, we might speculate, because
of the cultural importance of languaes like Latin and French, in which pe'sonfnunmber
conoord is congderably more prominent than it isin English. This condrudionis,
however, frequently attested, as a Google search for the string there-seems-to-be + plurd
NP shows (see the appendix for asmall selection of citationg. In some cases, the
congdruction may even seem peafectly acceptable to naive speakers. This example neatly
highlights the problems of intuitionistic research. We can addue languae-internd
reasons(English verb-GubjectOconcord) for which the condruction might be counted as
ungrammatical, judifying thefeeling of unacceptability which it provokesin some
subjects. But thevery assumption that the conoord rule applies to there is sentencesin
English is open to question. We should not assume that phrases like (1) necessarily
observe the standad conard regime: they may already conditute a distinct congruction
with an autononmoussyntax. This hypohesis would explain theintuitionsof those
speakers for whom (1) is acceptable. Given tha we aso sugect tha for some speakers at
least thejudgament of ungrammaticality isinfluenced by prescriptive consderations it is
very undear howto proceed: which intuitionis relevant for theory condruction, and how
can we untangle it from prejudices, perhgosdeeply hdd, aboutcorrect or prope speech?
Prescriptive congderationscertainly should bealien to generative research, since
they take a paticular class of sentences Broughly, those tha would be mog acceptable in
thewritten English of educated speakers D as representative of thelanguage as awhole.
Written and spoken languaye show significant differences, in mean clause length, extent
of hypotxis, andlexical dendty, to name only afew of theknown variables (see Stublbs
(2001,p. 41) and Ure (19717 for some discussion). All of these factors may be
syntactically significant and should betaken into accountin discussionsof syntactic
moddling? Thefact tha written style is as much the produd of elaborate congious
honing, mogt of it occurring after any @ritical period@or first languayelearning, asit is
tha of untutored spontaneouswritten expression, gives usgoodreasonto reject it as
representative of innae abilities suppo®dly triggered before any exposure to writing?
Prescriptive grammar and stylistic congderationsare not the only source of
interference in grammaticality judgaments. Discussionsof the grammar of quantifiersin
geneative literature often rest on intuitionswhich are highly inaccessible to nave
speakers. Distinctionssuch as those between sentences like it seems that everyone isn't
there yet and everyone seems not to be there yet are often notintuitively accessible to

For example, Arnold et al. (2000) show how the thematic structure of certain verbs crucially depends
on the heaviness (number of words) and the discourse status (new vs old information) of the
arguments in question. Given the greater lexical density of written language, this fact surely needs to
be taken into consideration in explorations of syntactic structure.

This poses an interesting dilemma for advocates of the use of written-language corpora such as the
New York Times corpus as evidence in generative explorations. Given the greater amount of planning
available to writers, who can usually take their time to closely tailor their sentences, written language
is likely to eliminate many random performance errors from utterances, leading to a higher likelihood
of acceptable strings. However, this advantage must be weighed against the fact that unconscious
prescriptive and stylistic considerations, and the tendency to hyper-correct, are aso likely to exert
more pressure in written contexts, for exactly the same reasons.



ordinary speakers, and can only beelicited, if at all, after specific indruction. Often, one
sugpects, thegrammaticality judgements for this type of sentence mainly come either
from theauthors themselves, or from speakers who have also been trained in formal
linguistics or related disciplines.’® Y et many speakers who are not adepts of this type of
thinking would beunwilling to assent to many of the claimed grammaticality judgements
discussed in theliterature. A case in pointis Boeckx@ classification as ungrammatical of
every coin is likely to land heads (2001, p. 527, (59d)). This sentence seems perfectly
acceptable unde either possible reading (Gt is likely that every coin will land head<Qor
@very coinislikely to land heads). It seems plausgble tha many speakers smply lack
intuitionsfor all butthe clearest @very winne gets a new carCeases; in discourse, the
interpretation of quantifiers and their interaction with modd opeators like GikelyOwould
appear to benegotiated by speakersin ahighly context-dependent way that resists clear
gengdlizations

2.2 Disputed Grammaticality Assignments in Current Generative Research

Recent discussionsaboutdaain linguistics in general have mogly avoided extensve
exemplification, concentrating indead either on case-studies of particular phenomena
(e.g. binding: Gordonand Hendrick, 1997, condituent ordering and verb particles:
Wasow and Arnold, 2005 resumptive pronouns Cann et al., 2005, or on an assessment
of general methodobgical issues, illugrated by select examples (Featherston 2007) What
ismissing fromthese discussionsis a sense of how far ungrammaticality reachesin
current generative theory. This section represents an attempt to redress this problem by
exemplifying in some detail thetypes of allegedly ungrammatical sentence which
provokescepticism aboutthetheory inits critics.

Theexamplesin thecataloguebdow are drawn from articles in volumes 1925
(200¥2007)0f Natural Language and Linguistic Theory.” Thearticles all devote
congderable space to problems of English syntax. In addition, examples from Horngein
et al@ (2005 textbookon Minimalism are taken into account, aswell as articles from
Linguistic Inquiry, another influential joumd. Theexamples quotd illudrate initia
characterizationsof thefacts onapretheoretical level, putative generalizationsor centra
conequeances of atheoretical clam. The source articles are not limited to the narrow
domain of Minimalist theory, but cover a broad rangeof postionswithin current
geneative syntax. Thetopics discussed indudeRight NodeRaising (Sabbagh, 2007)
coordination (den Dikken, 2009, ddetion/movement (Fitzpatrick, 2009, correlatives
(den Dikken, 2005) extraction from NPs (Davies and Dubinsky, 2003) pseudo-ggoping
(Baltin, 2003, relatives (Grosu, 2003)and A-movement (Boeckx, 2001) Therelatively
restricted naure of the grammatical phenomenaunder consderation reflects the
specidization of inquiry at theforefront of generative research, and thefact that notall

10 gpencer (1973) found that linguists and non-linguists disagreed about the well-formedness of English

sentences in a Gubstantial number of casesO(p. 95). | am grateful to David Scarratt for bringing this
article to my attention.

Wasow and Arnold® illuminating investigation takes as its departure point an old claim from
Chomsky 1955 [1975].

It must be stressed that not all of the grammaticality judgements reported in these sources clash with
my own intuitions. In one rare case (Culicover and Levine, 2001), the agreement is even 100 per cent.

11
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phenomenaproveto begood@®robesCfor features of |-languaye (see Chonsky, 1982 p.
83 and Botha, 1989 pp. 1480149 for discussion).

In al cases, my intuitions(as a native speaker of Audralian English) donotreveal
the sentences asill-formed. For the sake of persuasive force, | have mogly reported only
those sentences which are starred in the source doaument, withoutany further comments
from theauthor on the starring being restricted to certain readingsor interpretations™
Sentences adomed purely with question marks, double question marks, or percentage
signs are also usudly ignored, except where amajor point seems to depend on them.*
The prevalence of such sentencesin theliteratureisitself, of course, agoodindication of
theuncaertainty of many judgements, as generative practitioners themselves would bethe
first to admit.” Since induding unjudtifiably question-marked sentences would greatly
inflate the numbe of questionable examples here, the decision to mogly excludethem is
aconassion to thegenerativist postion.

In theinterests of space, thelist given hereis notexhaudive; in al cases, thearticles
contain other starred sentences which | have notincluded, but which should, onmy
intuitions be countd as grammatical .*® It isin the nature of such intuitionstha there will
not be agreement aboutwha is andis not an acceptable sentence of English; wha | am
doing here is presenting a catalogueof sentencesin the generative literature whose

3 This represents a significant exclusion, since sentences starred on these grounds are not uncommon.

For example, Hornstein et al. (2005, p. 83, (20)) advance the following sentences as evidence for the
(Predicate-Internal Subject Hypothesis®

a. A rolling stone gathered/might gather/is gathering no moss.

b. A rolling stone seemed to gather no moss.
The force of their point hangs on their claim that the idiomatic reading found in a rolling stone gathers
no moss is lost in examples (a) and (b) as a consequence of the ateration to the verb phrase. Thisis
supposed to contrast with an example like (c), which, they say, retains the idiomatic reading of the shit
hit the fan even when seem is added (2005, p. 82).

C. The shit seemed to hit the fan
Was the Pope catholic? and Mary wonders whether the Pope is catholic are also supposed to lose the
idiomatic reading associated with the basic Is the Pope catholic? (Hornstein et al., 2005, p. 84, (21)).
However, the alleged contrast between (c) on the one hand and (a)/(b) on the other seems quite
unjustified: in al cases, the same idiomatic sense is supplied with adifferent modal or aspectual value.
Similarly, Boeckx (2001, p. 514, (33)) argues that the contrast between control and raising is relevant
to the issue of A-movement reconstruction on the basis of the following examples:

a.”Even though there are no unicorns, Mary found them in her garden.

b.”Unicorns are fictional entities, but out there aunicorn is eager to comein.

¢. Even though there are no unicorns, yet a unicorn seems to be approaching.

d. Unicorns arefictional entities, yet a unicorn seems to be approaching.
He claims that (a) and (b) are contradictory, whereas (¢) and (d) are not. On any literal reading of
@ontradictoryQ the claimed contrast does not exist: all the sentences are contradictory, but differ in
the extent to which the contradiction is marked.
| have, however, taken into account sentences marked with a star and a question mark.
Notwithstanding this, some papers, such as den Dikken (2006) rely heavily on examples of this kind.
| have not recognized a category of spuriously grammatical sentences, i.e. sentences which deserve,
but have not been assigned, asterisks. This is not because | was unable to convince myself that some
sentences did deserve stars, but simply because | take it as sufficient evidence of acceptability that a
sentence can be cited as grammatical in a syntax article. An example of the type of sentence in
guestion comes from Fitzpatrick (2006, p. 423, (40a) and (40b)):

(8) He said he would go, and go he has

(b) What he has done is give the book to Mary.
Both sentences are marked as grammatical, but sound extremely odd, to my ear at |east.

14
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grammaticality statusreflects judgements different from my own. In light of the earlier
contrast between grammatical and stylistic unacceptability, theonly criterion on which
the sentences presented bdow are to bejudgel is tha of whether they seem acceptable
sentences of English, questionsof style or prescriptive grammar aside. In many of these
cases, the sentencesto bequoted are, in fact, pefectly acceptable from even a stylitic,
prescriptive point of view.

2.2.1 Easily Processed Examples. Themog ussful examples are those which involve
short sentences withoutany complex distant dependence or coreference effects, and
which are therefore easy to process. (Theorigind asterisks have been removed in the
interests of unprgjudicia presentation, and bracketing has been removed.)

(2) Each other@3 suppotters attacked the candidates. (Lasnik, 1998 quotd in
Boeckx, 2001, p. 517, (8))

(3) What subject was the student hoping to pass the examinaion on?(Davies and
Dubinksy, 2003 p. 17, (35))

(4) Thetaller Johnisthan Mary, thehgppier | am. (Leung, 2003 p. 18; quotkd in
den Dikken, 2005 p. 523 (34))

(5) Which church did Ashley describethe cafZ near? (Davies and Dubinsky, 2003 p.
1,(2)

(6) Who did Ashley read thetha/her bookabout? (Davies and Dubinsky, 2003 p. 2,
(3D)

(7) Who were the Phillies hoping for the'tha victory over? (Davies and Dubinsky,
2003 p. 16, (320))

(8) Who did you describethis picture as a successful caricature of? (Grosu, 2003 p.
296, (920)

(9) Thefirst letter says tha you should pay tax and the secondletter V.A.T. (Han
and Romero, 2004 p. 534 (213)

(10)  These booksare hard for Bill to decidewhen to read. (Horngein et al., 2005,p.
64, (97))

(11)  Which bookdid you leave thelibrary withoutfinding?(Horngein et al., 2005 p.
280, (79))

(12)  Themoreyou think aboutit, the problem worsengbroadens (den Dikken, 2005
p. 513 (35b)



(13) Themoreyouthink aboutit, the problem compourds (den Dikken, 2005 p. 513
(350)

(14)  Themoreyou think aboutit, the problem drives you crazy (den Dikken, 2005 p.
513 (350)

(15)  Johnrevised either his decisionto cookrice or beans (den Dikken, 2006 p. 693
(6b))

(16)  Toonly Bill have they spoken thetruth. (den Dikken, 2006 p. 700, (203)

a7) Q: Did Johnsay tha hehad either FRIED it or BAKED it?
A: No! JohnpeNIED tha heelther had fried it or baked it. (den Dikken, 2006
p. 706, (31). Capitals for contrastive focus)

(18)  Thissentenceisfrom either NORWEGIAN or from SweDISH. (den Dickken, 2006
p. 735 (72b). Capitals for contrastive focus)

(19) Johnwasreading fromeither aBook or from aMAGAZINE. (den Dickken, 2006
p. 735 (73b). Capitals for contrastive focus)

(20)  Johnwasreading from either aBooK or reading from a MAGAZINE. (den
Dickken, 2006 p. 735, (73¢). Capitalsfor contrastive focus)

(21)  Johnwasreading fromeither aBook or hewas reading from a MAGAZINE. (den
Dickken, 2006 p. 735 (73d). Capitals for contrastive focus)

(22) Mary; said tha Joeliked these pictures of herself; (Horngen ef al., 2005 p. 248
(43)

(23)  Theeseemsto bemany peopleintheroom (Hornstein et al., 2005 p. 299,
(20b))

2.2.2 Less Easily Processed Examples. A secondclass of examplesisless
straightforward, involving longe and multi-clausal structures, butequdly relevant to the
present argument: they are all acceptable in English, but counted as ungrammatical in the
source in which they appear.

(24)  TheDA made outthe defendants to be guilty during each othe@ trials. (Boeckx,
2001, p. 507, (119)"

(25) Each other@ suppotters asked the candidates to bemore honest. (Lasnik, 1998;
quoted in Boeckx, 2001, p. 517, (ix))™®

Y This sentence is marked 320 )
8 Boeckx (2001, p. 517) comments that Q asnik reproduces the standard judgments for (vi)Eix), but
confesses that he is no longer confident that (vi)Evii) are as good as they are aways claimed to be, or
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(26)

(27)

(28)

(29)

(30)

(31)

(32)

(33)

(34)

(35)

(36)

(37)

(38)

When propping open thar desks, which presidents do children usudly use books
about? (Davies and Dubinsky, 2003 p. 8, (18b))

They; started therumor tha pictures of them; were hanging in the pod office.
(Davies and Dubinsy, 2003 p. 32, (79))

Althoughl woudn®introduce them to Tom and Sally, | would to each other.
(Baltin, 2003 p. 229 (28))

thekind of dodor tha themore hewantsto be theless able hewill beto
actudly become (den Dikken, 2005 p. 508, (299)*

Joan bdieves him; to be a genius even more fervently than Bob @ mother does.
(Horngein et al., 2005 p. 135 (55b)

Which bookdid you leave thelibrary withoutfinding?(Horngein et al., 2005 p.
280 (79))

Shesaid Johnis probably coming tomorrow, and probably coming tomorrow he
is. (Fitzpdrick, 2005 p. 405 (149)

Shewanted everyoneto be aware of the problem, and now aware of it they are.
(Fitzpatrick, 2005 p. 405, (14b)

Theboysseem both al to have goneout andto have left ther coas behind. (den
Dikken, 2006 p. 742, (80b)

Max said tha hewas going to return to thelibrary yesterday, each of thebooks
that he checked outlast week. (Sabbagh, 2007, p. 350, (2b))

Josh edited areview of an article for Jamie, aboutverb-movement. (Sabbagh,
2007, p. 350, (2d))

Josh promised tha hewould give to Jamie, and Joss claimed tha he was going
to giveto Sue, al of theanswersto thefind exam. (Sabbagh, 2007, p. 351, (4b))

Josh described for Jamie drunk, and Joss reenacted for Maria sobe, a populbr
Broadway musdcal. (Sabbagh, 2007, p. 355, (11a))

that (viii)Eix) are as bad. He notes that if they do not really contrast, then, needless to say, there is no
clear argument for A-movement reconstruction in this case. My informants find a contrast between
(vi)E(vii) and (viii)Eix), and hence | am inclined to believe that the argument for A-reconstruction
holdsin this case aswell E .0
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This example, which Qail[s] miserablyQ contributes to a Gighly significantOfinding (den Dikken,

2005, pp. 508-509).
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(39) Josssadtha hewasgoingto donde to thelibrary yesterday, and Jamie clamed
tha shewould donde to the museum last week, a large collection of andent
texts. (Sabbagh, 2007, p. 355 (11b)

(40) Josssadtha hewasgoingto fire, and indsted tha no onewould ever consder
rehiring onthe same day, the crazy guy from accounting. (Sabbagh, 2007, p. 358
(163))

(41) From which city did you meet a man? (Sabbagh, 2007, p. 372 (47b); question of
e.g. @ met aman from Londonp

(42) Every man ordered an appdizer, and every boy ordered a main dish, (which
was) from his naive county. (Sabbagh, 2007 p. 373, (524); both the appetizer
and main dish are @rom his néive country(Q

43) No man can read every book,and nowoman can read every magazine, whichis
onthistable. (Sabbagh, 2007, p. 373 (520))

(44) Mary admires John, buthe doesn® (Horngein et al., 2005 p. 308 (38))

All of the cases aboveappear entirely acceptable in English, contrary to the claims of the
articles in which they appear. As already stated, this selectionis by no meanscomplete:
the sentences chosen are representative of classes of sentence foundin the source
doauments.

Onenatural geneativist respong to daa of thiskind isto appedl to dialecta or
idiolectal variation. Thisis often implaudble, however: English dialects have not, to my
knowledge been characterized as varying in thegrammatical contrasts in question. In any
case, apped to dialectal differencesis made unneessary by the notoriousingability of
theintuitionsof asingle speaker. A single individual @ grammaticality judgaments are
not stable for a significant number of cases. Asiswell known to any student of syntax,
wha soundsunexceptiond at onemoment will sound bad at another. Acknowledgaments
of such individud ingability are nat, of course, uncommon in thegenerative literature:
see Boeckx (2001 p. 517, (8)) for arecent example. Accordingly, readers will inevitably
not have agreed with al my judgenents aboutthe sentences reproducd here. By the
same token, however, there may well be examples not reproduced here which other
English speskers might question.

3. The Classical Defence: Grammaticality and Acceptability

From the perspective of Chommsky@ initial notion of grammaticality, it is surprising that
sentences like those discussed in section 2.2 have been presented as evidence of the
empirical inadequacy of generative grammar. Theclassical generative postion need
hardly be concerned by data of the abovesort. It isin thenaure of thetheory that the
dimengon of grammaticality should cross-cut thedimendonsof both attestation and
acceptability. Theattested stringsof alanguaye and the stringsjudged acceptable by a
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speaker, are both the produds of many factors unrelated to |-language (competence), and
should therefore be expected notto coinddewith the stringsjudged by intuitionsas
grammatical.

Chomsky carefully distinguishes grammaticality and acceptability in thefollowing
passages:

For the purposes of this discussion, let us use the term QcceptableCto refer to utterances
that are perfectly natural and immediately comprehensible without paper and pencil
analysis, and in no way bizarre or outlandish. Obviously, acceptability will be a matter
of degree, along various dimensions (Chomsky, 1965, p. 10).

The notion Gcceptableis not to be confused with @rammatical O A cceptability is a
concept that belongs to the study of performance, whereas grammaticalness belongs to
the study of competence. E Grammaticalness is only one of the many factors that
interact to determine acceptability. Correspondingly, although one might propose
various operationa testsfor acceptability, it is unlikely that a necessary and sufficient
operational criterion might be invented for the much more abstract and far more
important notion of grammaticalness. The unacceptable grammatical sentences often
cannot be used, for reasons having to do, not with grammar, but rather with memory
limitations, intonational and stylistic factors, GconicOelements of discourseE , and so
on (Chomsky, 1965, p. 11).

Not all grammatical sentences, then, are acceptable Bthey may be unacceptable for
processing or other reasonswhich have nothing to do with the naure of the grammar.
Furthermore, thefact that a sentence is acceptable is not evidence agang its
classification as ungrammatical:

so-called Gingrammatical Gor @eviantGsentences are often quite readily parsable and are
even perfectly intelligible, and quite properly used in appropriate circumstances
(Chomsky, 1991, p. 19; quoted in Andor 2004, p. 101).

How are grammatical sentences distinguished from acceptable ones? In Syntactic
Structures, Chonsky assumed tha in the clearest cases, acceptability and grammaticality
coindde Themog obvioudy acceptable sentences are automeatically classed as
grammatical, theleast as ungrammatical. In other cases, hesaid, Qve shdl be prepared to
let the grammar itself decide, when thegrammar is set up in thesmplest way so that it
indudes the clear sentences and excludes the clear non-sentences(1957, p. 14). It has
often been observed tha theundear cases are much more central to theoretical issuesin
geneative syntax now than they were at the outset of the programme; conequently, the
number of cases in which the @rammar decidesOisfar greater.

Given thetraditiond Chonskian postion onthe difference between acceptability and
grammaticality, the examples presented in the previoussection do not congitute an
argument againg thetheory. Thefact that thar acceptability is at least questionable
judifiesthar classification as ungrammatical, given thefact tha theungammaticality is
congstent with the detail s of the theory.® From this classical Chonskian postion, the
usud complaints, like those of Wasow and Arnold (2005 p. 1482, that theoretically

% The sentences are Gt least questionableObecause they have been considered ungrammatical by the

authors of the articles in which they appear.
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crudal intuitionsof grammaticality or ungammaticality are notshared by everyone
(even speskers of asingle dialect), are not very persuasive.

Chomsky and others have claimed that the distinction between grammaticality and
acceptability is congstent with the standard methodology of natural science. The
idealized character of grammaticality judgementsis no differentin prindple fromthe
idealizationsof physcal theories, which confinethemselves to artificial situaionsfrom
which much real world complexity has been stripped. Phydcists do not observe thereal
world in order to gather data, but confinethemselves to artificial laboratory conditions
from which mog of the naural complexity has been removed. Thefact tha
ungrammatical examples occur and may be consdered acceptable is of no more
significance than thefact tha falling leaves do notbehave in the same way as spheical
objects in vacuuns: in both cases, the discrepandes are introduced by factors external to
the phenomenonin question and investigatorsOneglect of them as evidence isirrelevant.

|dedlization is therefore a necessary pat of nauralistic inquiry. Chomsky comments
that Gheterm QdedizationQ's somewha misleading: it is the procedure we follow in
attempting to discover redlity, thereal prinaples of naureq1995b p. 18). As Boeckx
(2006 p. 124 putsit, idealization @ringsus closer to thetruthOThe necessity of
idedlizationis nottheonly lineof argument which Chomsky usesto judify the generative
method He has aso often emphasised the @pistemological toleranceCtha heclaimsis
characteristic of empirical inquiry in many sciences. He has explained this notion as
follows:

If you go back to the time of Galileo, and you looked at the array of phenomena that had
to be accounted for, it was prima facie obvious that the Galilean theory, the Copernican
theory could not be supported. That is, there were just masses of refuting data. And,
Galileo sort of plowed hisway through this, putting much of the data aside, redefining
what was relevant, and what was not relevant, formulating questions in such away that
what appeared to be refuting data were no longer so, and in fact, very often just
disregarding the data that should have refuted the system, and did this, not simply with
reckless abandon, but because of arecognition that explanatory principles were being
discovered that gave insight into at least some of the phenomena. (Chomsky, 1978b, p.
14; quoted in Botha, 1989, p. 176)

In asimilar spirit, Feyerabend (1993)has claimed that @ounierindudion@®developing a
theory in away incongstent with theevidence BDmay advance science. Thisline of
thinking gives the generativist another reason notto be overly concerned in theface of
conflicting acceptability judgements like those exemplified here: the scientific pursuit of
undestanding will often involve a coungrindudive relation to daa, entailing sometimes
paradoxical denias of what seems obvious From this point of view, the
ungrammeaticality of clearly acceptable sentences becomes an unexceptiond ingance of
ordinay scientific practice. If so, the criticisms of generative grammar as overidealized
significantly miss the point. Idedlizationis inevitable in nauralistic inquiry, and does not,
in itself, conditute any argument agang atheory which involvesit. Furthermore,
granting the distinction between grammaticality and acceptability, it is pefectly
reasonable to Qet the grammar decideOquestionsof grammaticality in cases of undear
acceptability; the opposte decision would both complicate the andysis and be no more
congstent with thedaa. Given all this, we would expect some acceptable sentencesto be
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ungrammatical. Hence generative methoddogy withgandsthe usud complaints agang
intuition-based evidence.

4. Data as Evidence and Data as Prediction

In order to argueagang an aspect of the methodobgy of the generative enterprise, it will
be more effective to proceed in away tha respects as many of the programme@® general
aims and assumptionsas possible. Such an argument is sketched in this section.

So far, intuition-derived grammaticality judgements have been discussed asthe
evidentiary base of generative investigations Thisis a characteristic way of thinking of
them. On this interpretation, the set of well- andill-formed stringscondgitutes the data for
which atheoretical accountis sought However, syntacticiansalso speak of
grammaticality judgaments as the set of thetheory@ predictions. The syntactic
mechanisms posted in themodd generate only some strings it is these stringswhich the
theory predicts to be grammatical, and for which it offers an explanaory account On this
latter interpretation, what isimportant is notthat the predicted sentences be obtained after
the advent of thetheory, buttha they be, smply, the sentences which thetheory counts
or @redictsOas grammatical, whether or notthey formed part of theinitial data-set
involved in thetheory@ development. To this extent, QredictionOs a misnomer: the
sentences which a theory is said to @redictOas granmatical are just those sentences
which it generates, regardless of thar temporal statuswith respect to the congruction of
thetheory.

These two perspectives are usudly consdered equivalent. Thedifference between
data on which atheory is based, and daa congstent with atheory@ predictionsis often
seen as epistemically inggnificant, distinguished only by thetemporal relation between
thedaa and theinvention of thetheory (onthe contrast between the perspectives, see e.g.
White (2003). Certainly, in the case of thegrammaticality assignments undelying
geneative syntactic modds, thetwo classes of sentence are identical aslongasthere are
no anomalousgrammaticality judgements for which thetheory cannotoffer aplausble
account, asisthecase with all the examples discussed here. 1n the present context,
however, thereis an important difference between the two perspectives on data. If
wrongly starred sentences are seen as pat of the evidence on which syntactic theories
rest, theclassical generative arguments aboutscientific methodapply and the standad
objectionsfail. But, aswe will see bdow, if thebadly starred sentences are taken asthe
theory@ predictions a different set of objectionsbecomes possible. Theusud criticisms
of generative syntax typically adoptthefirst interpretation of thewrongly starred
sentences and are couched as criticisms of thetheory@ evidentiary base. | will argue
beow, however, that they are actudly best undestood as criticisms of thetheory@
predictive and explanaory patential. Objectionsbased onthefrequency of bad starsin
geneative theory are motivated by more than theworry tha generativists might be
looking at thewrong sort of evidence, even if thisistheway that thecriticismis
characteristically described. Such objectionsare best undestood as not smply motivated
by a misundestanding aboutthe procedures of empirical science, as generativistsO
defencesimply. Indead, the criticisms are best understood as motivated by aconcern for
thetheory® predictive or explanatory power. In this section, | make this undestanding
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explicit. Highlighting the status of grammaticality judgements as predictionsof
grammaticality has the advantage of offering afairly direct measure of thetheory®
empirical adequacy. The more acceptable sentences a generative theory takes as
ungrammeatical, thelessit is able to accountfor thar existence in its own right, needing
supplementation by additiond peformance-based mechanisms.

4.1 The Operationalization of Grammaticality as Acceptability
Theonly way predictionsof grammaticality can be checked is by assuming tha, other
thingsbeing equd, the sets of grammatical and acceptable sentences coindde: in effect,
then, thegrammatical stringsare those which are predicted to be acceptable in conditions
undfected by interference from paformance factors.* For this reason, even though
acceptability and grammaticality are indgpendent parameters, the former a propeaty of E-
languaye, thelatter of I-languagye, we would idedlly like to find a strong alignment
between them. It would nat do, for example, to countclearly acceptable sentences as
ungrammatical on purely theory-internd grounds this would conditute an incorrect
prediction and leave us casting aroundfor some other explandion of the sentence®
acceptability. However much oneendorses the postionson idedlization and
epistemological tolerance adunmbrated in the previoussection, it is clear tha themore
acceptability and grammaticality coindde the better for thetheory. A theory which often
predicts the ungrammaticality of clearly acceptable strings or often predicts the
grammaticality of unacceptable ones, isin trouble® After all, generative syntax is
typically undestoodin linguistics as atheory of language, and itsvaue in linguistics at
least, derives fromits ability to say true and interesting thingsaboutdifferent languages.
We have no reason to accept therich ontological commitments demanded by thetheory
(specifically, the variousmechanisms of a modular languayefaculty) if this ontological
investment is notrepad by adequéae explanaory gains

A lot, then, hangson jug how many grammaticality assignments the theory makes
which seem to clash with acceptability. In this context, generativist arguments in favour
of idealization and againg staying @lose to the dataloblige thecritic to do something
more than smply list examples. Catalogues like the onepresented in section 2.2 are
unlikely to sway generativists, since they give usno measure of theproportion of
OnoorrectlyGstarred examplesin thetheory, nor of thdr theoretical centrality or weight?

2 This is, of course, the standard position in the theory: cf. Horrocks (1987, pp. 13-14): CThe only

empirical criterion that theories of competence can be judged by is whether they make predictions that
accord with the intuitions of native speakers.O

Predictive success is not, of course, the only grounds on which theory choice should be effected:
considerations of simplicity, beauty, as well as of the plausibility of the theory@ initial assumptions
also enter into the decision Bto say nothing of hunches, prejudices, theoretical intuitions and the like.
Predictive success may not even be the most important consideration. A simple theory that fits much
of the data might be preferable to a complicated one which fits more. Predictive success is, however,
one important reason to prefer one theory over another if we are to look to generative syntax as a
descriptively adequate theory of language, as most linguists do.

It could be argued that the examples in section two are significant regardless of how preponderant or
central they are, since they call into question the entire explanatory mechanism of the theory. The fact
that the principles of generative syntax seem to require the ungrammaticality of some clearly
acceptable sentences undermines the explanation they offer for those sentences which are both
grammatical and acceptable.

22
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Unfortunaely, however, ndthe thenotion of the propottion of ®ad starsQ nor that of
thar theoretical weightis easily specified. We have no agreed, indgpendent catalogueof
the acceptable sentences of any languagethat could serve as a standad agang which
grammaticality predictionscould betested. Indeed, the basic divisonin linguistics
between descriptive and formal theories attests to the stubbomnness of the disagreement
ove how many of theactudly attested sentences of speech are significant for the
characterisation of grammar. We cannot therefore, get agoodidea of wha propottion of
the sentences of English are GnoorrectlyOstarred in generative theories.

Nor are there clear answersto questionsof thetheoretical weight or centrality of any
single starred example in agenerative account Attempts to individuae the particular
components of atheory, let aloneassess the theoretical importance of any oneof them,
are fraughtwith difficulty. Clearly, to propos any oneindividuaion or assessment is to
invite indefinite disagreements: different investigatorsOperceptionsof the theoretical
significance of a piece of evidence vary widdy (for apt discussion, see John®n (2007)).

We cannot then, assess theimportance of bad stars either with respect to thear rolein
thetheory itself, or @hjectively®againg some putative catalogueof acceptable sentences
in English. Such questionsare matters of judgament, notaccountancy. In the absence of
any objective measure, we have no other recourse than appeal to thejudgement of
qudified practitionas. Evidently, thejudgement of many linguists, of both the generative
and non-generative stripe, istha the propation of bad stars in current generative theory
istoo high. It isnotmy concern here to argueabou whether this assessment is correct.
For the purposes of the present argument, | wish to remain uncommitted on this question.
Ingead, my aim isto set outaway of couching thecriticism which does notignore
Chomsky@ origind definitionsof grammaticality and acceptability, and which does not
asaresult fail fromthevery outset. Thiswill supply both critics and defenda's of the
geneative use of intuitionswith amore useful focus of discussion.

4.2 Intuitions and Predictive Power
What hgppens then, if theworry aboutbad stars is phrased as oneaboutthetheory@
predictive power? The more acceptable sentences the theory predicts, the better. Asa
result, if a critic can show tha there are many acceptable sentences which are not
predicted in current generative syntax, they have mounted a chdlengeto the theory which
isimportantly different from onebased onthe naure of thetheory@ evidence. This new
chdlengeis not aboutwhere generativistsOevidence comes from, but aboutwhat it can
explain. It isnolonge achdlengeaboutappropriate scientific method or the status of
different classes of daa, but aboutpredictive, and hence explanaory, achievement. If the
theory rules outlarge numbers of pafectly acceptable sentences, then it failsto predict,
or, a fortiori, to explain, much of the object of study, and hencefalls short asa
satisfactory theory of languaye

A focuson explanaory achievement is thusat theheart of thisrevised chdlengeto
geneative methodobgy. It would be congstent with the motivationsbehind this new
chdlengeto abandonit in theface of evidence that the generativist accountcould in fact
be supplemented by atheory of contextudised linguistic performance which explained
how pragmatic and other factors force the pronurtiation of ungammatical sentences.
Thiswould integrate theformal, generative accourt of I-languaye with a theory of
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language performance in away tha would jointly explain the observed facts of languaye
ue. When oneexamines the explanaory commitments of many critics of the generative
enterprise, onefindstha explanation of the observed facts of languayeuse is precisely
thar explanaory god: thefact tha the conagern aboutintuitionsis usudly pared with a
concern tha grammar explain peformance is evidence tha the present congrud of the
objection as an objection aboutpredictive and explanaory power isthecorrect one

Theupdot of the present argument istha if the propottion of bad stars in generative
research is as great as many critics appaently bdieve, then generative syntax (in its
current form) has a case to answver.** While atheory is entitled to get its evidence from
wherever it wants, it mug also showtha it isatheory of somethingreal. If it cannot
predict atheoretically significant proportion of the acceptable sentences of thelanguage
(whéatever tha propottionis congdered to be), its status as @boutsomething real Gs
broughtinto question (see section 5.3 bdow).

Critics of the generative use of intuitionscould point out tha this is even more the
case given theregular and unexceptiond naure of the sentencesin (2) B(44). Wherea
speaker produces an ungrammatical utterance, they are sometimes able to identify certain
hesitations changes of mind, confusons dips of thetongueand so on, as having
occurred in thelead-up to, or during, the utterance@ produdion.? In cases like thiswe
have goodindependent reason to attribute the production of an ungrammatical stringto
performance factors: the spesker@ subjective awareness that such interference did in fact
take place. In other cases of theutterance of ungrammatical strings however, the speaker
is unaware of any factors of this sort; the ungrammatical sentence jug @omes out®
appaently fully naurally and withoutany obvioushesitations false starts, or changes of
mind. These cases, | suggest, are wha we have in (2) B(44): mos speakers would not
even notice produagng ungammatical utterances of this kind. These ungrammatical
utterances, in other words are often (usudly?) pefectly GceeptableQin theonly
opeaationd sense of thisterm: they are usudly accepted.

In such cases, the attribution of the sentencesCungrammaticality to supposd
performance errors or, more broadly, to effects of theinteraction between linguistic
competence and other cognitive systems, has no justification other than an abdudive one
thefact tha theinteraction effects, if they existed, would explain the ungammaticality.
Appaently, then, it would behighly desirable to be able to advance indgpendent
evidence of some kind tha could confirm the existence of performance-induced
ungrammaticality in those cases where it mug exist but where the speaker is unavare of

% This does not, of course, invalidate the generative enterprise per se: all it showsis that current versions

of the theory are inadequate. It may well be that some other way of analyzing the facts of language is
conceivable within a generative architecture which does not do violence to our intuitions of
acceptability.

% A complicating factor here is the feedback effect created when speakers reflect on the @orrectnessCof
their own utterances. Slips of the tongue, one of the categories of performance induced error identified
by Chomksy, are, presumably, often easily and accurately identified: speakers usually know what
words they intended to utter. Changes of mind and hesitations, however, seem much more likely to be
retrospectively reported as the excuse for a perceived error. A speaker may be inclined to report a
change of mind or hesitation simply because they have noted what seems to them to be a mistake or
infelicity in the words they spoke. The role of such post-hoc @orrectness assessmentsGhas not, to my
knowledge, been given the emphasis it seemsto deserve.
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it. In theabsence of such evidence, thereisarisk tha the designaion of astringasthe
produd of a performance error will beincorrect.

Needless to say, evidence of thiskindisunlikely to beforthcoming in the near
future. As Chonsky has often stressed (e.g. 1983 p. 82;200Q pp. 33 and 103), we know
next to nothing aboutthe psychological or neural mechanisms tha suppot performance.
In this situaion, thereisjud aslittleroomfor stipuation aboutwhat congitutes a
sentence genearated by thelanguayefaculty asthereisfor stipulation aboutwha isthe
produd of thedisruption of grammaticality by processing factors:. this distinctionis to be
drawn empirically, notby fiat. Asaresult, it would seem tha the category of @rocessing
inducd ungrammaticalityOshould bejusgt as open to revision as the notion of
@ompetence-indued grammaticalityQ and there is no roomfor any dogmetism aboutthe
membership of either class.

In theinterim, however, we sSimply 4ave no other evidence of wha isandis not part
of thelanguayeCthan speakersOactud uttered tokensand, perhaps thar own judgements
or intuitionsaboutwhich of these are to be consdered part of thar idiolect/dia ect,
intuitionswhich are informed as much as possible by sengtivity to thepossible influence
of the performance factors discussed above Acceptability is an E-language notion;
grammaticality bdongsto I-languaye neverthdess, acceptability istheonly externd
measure of grammaticality that we have. Althoudh acceptability isinfluenced by many
factors other than a sentence® grammaticality, the only way we can check tha atheory@
predictionsof grammaticality are accurate is by assuming that they will alignwith
acceptability judgements more often than notin those cases where we have no reason to
suspect theinfluence of extringc peformance factors on acceptability. Thedilemma
presently confronting generative explorationsis that of determining how many
predictionsincompatible with attested tokens and acceptability judgements can be
tolerated.

5. Fact and Theory in Generative Metascience

Surprisingly, perhgps thearguments of the previous section are compaible with oneof
Chomsky@ own postions Chomsky has stated that thetheory mug bejudged by its
compdibility with judgaments: @f atheory of languagefailed to accountfor these
judgements, it would plainly beafailure; we might, in fact, condudetha it isnota
theory of languaye, butrather of something else(1986 p. 37).% That observationis now
more than twenty years old: these days, Chomsky is more concerned to emphasize the
extent to which scientific theories depart from the pretheoretical undestanding of thar
objects, revealing theways in which earlier bdiefs need to berevised or replaced. From
this newer perspective, thefact tha the ggp between acceptability and grammaticality
seemsto have widened is only to be expected: theory development often involves
reassessments of the basic facts of thedomain under investigation. It isno surprise tha as
syntactic investigation proceeds sentences previoudy taken as pat of thegrammar are

% Cann et al. (2005, p. 1553) echo this sentiment, arguing Ghat in situations where the line between

grammaticality and acceptability is vague, the grammar formalism should be liberal, matching the
reported judgement of acceptability of a hearer.O
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discovered to beungrammatical: thisis no different in prinaple from thediscovery tha,
for indance, the earth is not stationay, as our senses tell us butmoving. The absence of
any effort in contemporary generativism to defendintuition-based grammaticality
judgementsis therefore unremarkable: conflict between theory and @actG's anomal part
of scientific practice.

This conflict gives generativists arespon to the argument of the previoussection.
Granted, successful theories are predictive and explanaory Bof something. But we often
find tha successful theories fail to predict many experimental observations sometimes
strikingly. Johnson (2007, p. 376), for ingance, states that Gt is far more typical to
assume tha a given theory will notaccountfor thedaaO In the same vein, generative
practitionesOstatements come close to suggesting that any degree of conflict between
fact and theory istolerable, aslongas theinvestigator has enoughconfidence in the
theory. Boeckx (2006 p. 60), for example, observes tha:

E amost invariably in the history of science it [the @Balilean style of scienced) has led
to the discovery not just of mathematical patternsin the world, but beautifil
mathematical patterns, that are then taken by the scientist to be too good/beautiful not to
be true. (italics added)

These obsrvationsare consonant with typical claims of ChonskyG:

There are people who are worried about abstraction and want to keep close to the data.
Itislike doing descriptive phonetics or descriptive semantics, | think. If you look at
intellectual activity in the humanities and the natural sciences, with very few exceptions,
it is highly data-bound. There are only afew areas of intellectual endeavour where
people have really gone beyond to develop theoretical work which isnot akind of data
arrangement, in the humanities as well as in the natural sciences. (Chomsky, 1982, p.
154; quoted by Botha, 1989, p. 154)

Linguistics, for Chonsky, is exceptiond in thedegree of undestanding which this
emandpdion fromdaa enables:

There are only afew areas of human inquiry in which you are able to develop
explanatory theories. E Theoretical depth even in physicsis afairly recent
phenomenon, and there aren® many domains in which you have it. Actually the reason
you can get it in physics is because physicists restrict themselves to highly simple
situations. So you can study, say hydrogen, because it® simple enough, but if you get to
an element with more complexity you hand it over to chemists. E Actually, one of the
interests, in my mind, of the study of I-language is that it® one of the very few areas
outside the hard sciences where you seem to be able to do this. (Chomsky, quoted in
Andor, 2004, p. 100-101)

Chomsky has also suggested tha the unification between linguistics and physcs will only
come once our notion of the physcal has undegore radical change of a sort apt to make
it compaible with the congructs of a science of the mind, induding lingustics (200Q pp.
167/168). Indead of linguistics being redrawn in order to accommodée itself to the
features of thephysca world revealed by physcal science, theworld revealed by
physcal science will eventudly beredescribed in such away that its recondliation with
the sciences of themind will be possible. This claim is another example of the
indgpendence of linguistic inquiry from preexisting, fixed concgptionsof wha theworld
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islike. Thefact tha processing correlates have mostly not been foundfor generative
mechanisms is no cause for darm: once we get the physcs and the neuroscience right, we
will seethat, and how, the mechanisms of I-languaye are indantiated neurally.

This case shows how serioudy Chonsky is prepared to take the divorce between a
theory and our present undestandingsof reality. Theorizing should not be trammelled by
preconaeptionsaboutwha theworld islike (wha is and is not pat of the grammar, what
isandis not psychologically real), because our picture of theworld will be changed as a
result of thetheorizing. Inquiry mug be allowed to take its course, and theories should
not be dismissed because of any a priori loydty to preconceived notionsof empirical
adequacy. Investigators should befree to ignore, reinterpret and go beyondthedaain the
development of thear theoretical explanaions From this point of view, agenerativist
could continueto have confidence in ther theory even if it failed to show the predictive
success claimed in the previoussection as a prerequisite of successful science. Requiring
a high degree of predictive success, on thisview, isto endave theory-development to an
aprioristic conaeption of therea which may retard the very explanaory gansothewise
available. Generativists would be gravely mistaken to be deterred fromthar
investigationsby a clash between grammaticality and acceptability of thetypein
question.

5.1 Idealization and Deidealization in Empirical Science

Discussion of this point has often assumed that there are only two viable optionsin the
empirical investigaion of languaye: onthe onehand, GnventorizationQ@kind of
butterfly collecting or elaborate taxonomies of sensationsand observationg)Chomsky,
1978a p. 10); and, ontheother, achieving theoretical depth by dint of severe idealization.
In pursuing thelatter, generative theory is merely Gollowing the standard method of the
sciencesO(Andor, 2004 p. 97).

This attractive dichotomy isafalse one Thereisamiddle groundbetween the
pedantry of inventorization and the unfettered, sovereign idealization suggested in the
remarks jug quoted. This middle groundis onein which idealization is only the starting
point of inquiry, notits god. Something like this seems to be standardly assumed in
much empirical science. Martin Kusch, for example, has recently noted that n scientific
practice, idealization istypically followed by Qie-idealizationO Tha isto say, scientists
seek to increase the predictive accuracy of ther theories by removingidealizationg)
(2006,p. 107; see Featherston 2007:280for the same point with regard to lingustics).”
Even Galileo, whos reputation in generativism rests on his status as an indghtful
idealizer, felt the necessity to show how his theories did not depend on undischarged
idealizations Sharatt (1994,p. 191) for example, discusses how in the Discourse
Salviati, Galileo®@ mouthpiece:

grants that we cannot test falling bodies in avacuum, so we have to extrapolate from
what happens in a subtle medium like air. But this extrapolation or simplification makes

# Chomsky himself seems to have endorsed such a position: Fo account for the confused and disorderly

phenomena of the @rdinary world of sensationQ we will, in general, have to move from the
idealizations to systems of greater complexity, considering variation of languages and grammars, the
interaction of cognitive systems, and the use of language under specific conditions of human life.O
(Chomsky, 1980, p. 224)
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good sense of what happens because we can estimate what difference the resistance of
air will make to falling bodies of very different specific gravities. (émphasis added)

Nowak (2000, p. 62) describes this as a process of @onaetizationGn which @Gbgract
laws become more and more redlistic and the distance between them and the actud facts
diminishesO Thereis, in other words aclear route leading from theideslized conditions
in which atheoretical clam holds to theactud conditionsrevealed in observationsof the
world. Anothe example makes the same point: Galileo® theory of flotation predicted
tha divers of ebonyshould sink. When this was disconfirmed in actud practice, Galileo
could point outthat thedryness of thedivers madea crudal difference, and hewas able
to calculate precisely the values of water in which the predicted result would eventuate
(see Sharratt, 1994,p. 96 for discussion). In bath cases, then, we see theimportance
Galileo attached to making the link between theoretical prediction and the @rdinary
world of sensationQsupplying precise explanationsfor thefailure of theoretical
predictions®

5.2 The Generativists’ Galileo

Much is made by generativists of the status of their investigaion as @alilean scienceQ I f
thelegitimacy of generative methodobgy were notin question, comparisonswith Galileo
would beentirely unnecessary. However, in a debae where questionsof historical
credentialsloomso large it islegitimate to give them more attention than they would
otherwise deserve. Thisis especially so since an examinaion of basic textbookaccounts
reveals tha Chomsky@ picture of Galileo® method is rather selective. For Chonsky and
hisfollowers, aswe have adready seen, Galileo isthemodd of thefree scientist,
(®loughing his wayCGthroughrefuting data, @edefining wha was relevant, and wha was
notrelevant, formulating questionsin such away tha wha appeared to berefuting daa
were nolonge so, andin fact, very often jug disregarding the daatha should have
refuted the systemQ(Chomrsky, 1978 p. 14; quoted in Botha, 1989,p. 176) Thisisa
significantly onesided view, however. Idedlizationis certainly oneaspect of the
achievement for which Galileo is standardly recognized: he suppoted the use of
assumptions @ven if they [are] not strictly trueQ(Galileo, 1963,p. 241; quokd by
Nowak, 2001,p. 21), and praised Copenicusfor not recanting hdiocentrism even though
the predicted phases of Venuswere notobserved (see Sharratt, 1994 p. 87 for
discussion).? Idedlization, like the pogulation of underlying factors (another feature of
explanaion stressed by Chomsky), is an inevitable feature of empirical theorizing. It is
not, however, aticket to goodtheory: bad theories also idealize (badly) and pogulate
(wrong)undelying factors. (Ptolemy, for ingance, incorrectly idealized plangtary orbits
asround;Huygensincorrectly podulated the existence of certain unobgrved paticles as
the explanation of gravity: see Dear, 2001, p. 150) To belegitimate, idedlization and the
podulation of undelying factors mug be accompanied by attention to the question of

% An anonymous referee observes that the case of grammaticality judgements is significantly harder, in

that deidealization would involve factoring in many unknown processing variables. Nevertheless, the
point remains that it is only in the context of a successful deidedization that the legitimacy of the
initial idealization can be shown.

Note that V enusQphases (as well as variations in the apparent sizes of Venus and Mars) were observed
telescopically, confirming the Copernican model (Sharratt, 1994, pp. 165-166).
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how theidedlizationsand the unob®rved factors relate to observed condtions Togivea
contemporary example, oneof the motivationsfor the ubiquitouschdlenges to string-
theory in contemporary physcsis precisely the absence of this connection with
observation and prediction (Smolin 2007; Woit 2006).

Congstent with this, the picture of Galileo that emerges from the standard accounts
(Drake, 1978;Sharatt, 1994)is a picture of adedicated and careful experimentalist
whos theoretical interests were aways directed at the world of sensation: in thewords of
Pitt (1992 p. 125), Gdlileo advocated tha we Gtart with wha we can toud and
experiment withOGalileo was nota dave to these observationsof theworld, and
championed idealization from them. But he aso took experimental disconfirmation
serioudy: hergected the Aristotelian accountof the motion of freely faling bodies
because of itsfailure to be confirmed empirically (Drake, 1978,p. 31), and, in generd,
criticized Aristotle for observationd complacency, claiming tha he had been Goo easy
going in taking unexamined everyday observationsas an adequéte basis for scienceEQ
(Sharratt, 1994 p. 157;thiswas a standad criticism of Aristotle, foundalso for example
in Frands Bacon; see Dear, 2001, p. 131). In aletter to Kepler written in Augug of 1610
Galileo criticized contemporary Paduan Aristoteliansfor thar refusal to use thetelescope
(Sharratt, 1994 p. 87), acriticism healso directed at the Pisan astrononer, Libri (Drake,
1978,p. 165). Hiswork onmotion, equdly, relied on detailed observationsand Qvas
meant to apply to thereal world, to theway bodies actudly fallQ(Sharratt, 1994 p. 195)
indeed, hedecided notto pubiish his De Mortu because of thelack of empirical
confirmationin @ctud testsOfor the (erroneous speed ratiosit contained for bodies on
indined planes (Drake, 1978, pp. 31 and 85). Temperamentally, Galileo is characterized
by Sharratt (1994 p. 67) as having a @ractical turn of mindOHe gave courses on military
architecture and fortification (Drake, 1978 p. 34); his lectures at PaduaQvere largdy
given over to study of practical topics, much nearer to theworld of shipwrights and
soldiers than that of philosophesQ(Sharratt, 1994 p. 66). He was also @ very capeble
experimental scientist who appreciated the usefulness of precise obgservation(Naylor,
1974,p. 24; quoied by Sharratt, 1994 p. 200). Empirical work was @n integral part of his
method of discoveryQ Sharratt claims, adding that this conduson corrects @n influential
view, based on Galileo® pubished works and sugained with great erudition by
Alexandea KoyrZ, that Galileo® achievements were mathematical and theoretical while
his alleged experiments were largdy imaginaryQ(Sharatt, 1994,p. 78).

Theimportance of obgervation, dededlization and experiment in Galileo@ practice
makes a stark contrast with themainsream generative approach to language® On the

%0 GenerativistsOdescription of the elicitation of grammaticality judgements as experiments obscures a

fundamental disanalogy with experiment in the physical sciences. There, | take it, one of the principal
features of experimentation is that it should involve precise measurement. Measurement of precisely
quantifiable variablesis one of the hallmarks of the experimental procedure. If it is experiment to elicit
native-speaker intuitions about the grammaticality of structures characterized using the terminology of
generative grammar, then the voyages of discovery contemporary with the Scientific Revolution were
also experiments in the relevant sense: they revealed the existence of phenomena (America, for
instance) which they described using the available methods of geographical description. Yet the
possibility of these discoveries contributes nothing extra to the explanatory potentia of geography,
which remains a purely descriptive science. The description itself offers no explanations of the
properties of the earth B no explanation, for example, of the relations between land and water or
mountains and plains, of the effects of climate and erosion, or of the distribution of ecosystems.
Generalizations about these facts may be obtained from geographical observation, but in order to
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whole, thetheory has downplayed theimportance of wha for Chomsky is mere
OnventorizationQbut to other researchers might seem highly advisable obgervation of
contextud variables tha are plaugbly determinaive of linguistic facts. Similarly,
geneative theory has shown little, if any interest in deidealizing from its theoretical
posts. Inded, theforce of the canonical distinction between compeence and
performance is tha languaye use B paformance Bis not amenable to scientific
investigaion. In investigating performance, we Qre reduced to platitudes, or to
observationswhich, thoughperhgos quite interesting, do not lend themselves to
systematic study by meansof theintellectud tools presently available to usi(Chonsky,
1972,pp. 111-112). This postion has the consequence tha attempts to deidedlize are
futile®* Asaresult, thetheory is absolved in principle fromthekindsof predictive
consequences to which explanationin the physcal sciencesistypically hdd responsble.

From this pant of view, geneative lingustics looksless like the Galilean approach
to nature, and more like the Aristotelianism it overthrew. AristoteliansOpreparedness to
adoptthe Copenican system as a calculating convenience, while refusngto endorse it as
atrue picture of reality, is reminiscent of Chormsky@ own lack of interest in
psychological research into languaye, and his distinction between @ed Cexplanationsand
@ngineering solutlonsCXChomsky 1998,pp. 5-6; quoted by Kennedy, 2000). In this
light, generativism@ use of intuitionsseems particularly suspect. A sentence® status as
starred or undarred (in agiven reading) has very little relationto whether it is actudly
produced Bthefactors behind actud produdion are too complicated to modd. The
empirical facts explored in generativism are therefore pregeneralized sentence types,
who status as grammatical or ungrammatical is determined indgpendently of the
acceptability values of thar tokens in a possibly significant nunmber of cases.* Judging
from Dear@ description (2001, p. 132, the empirical statements figuring in discredited
Aristotelian explanaionswere pregeneralized in asimilar way:

The typical expression of empirical fact for such an Aristotelian was one that summed
up some aspect of how the world works. Gleavy bodies fallOis atypical example: it was
astatement that acted as an unquestioned reference-point in anetwork of explanations
that involved such things as the terrestrial elements and their natural motions, final
causes, and the structure of the cosmos. Such statements appeared in an aready
generalized form, rather than in the form of singular experiences referring to historically
specific events.

Theeisanirresstible compaison here with thevariousprinaples of qenerative syntax.
Chomsky himself has frequently asserted that the hypothesis that Gve can proceed
with the study of (knowledgeof languageOE in abgraction from the problems of how

explain them, appeal must be made to an entirely different set of theoretical terms (those of
geomorphology), which offer a causal account of the origin of morphological features.

Chomsky states (2000, p. 45) that understanding of performance systems is Qvithin the range of
[naturalistic] inquiry, in some respects at leastO But these respects appear to be the articulatory-
perceptual ones: @\t the conceptual-intentional interface the problems are even more obscure, and may
well fall beyond naturalistic inquiry in crucial respectsQ(2000, p. 125).

A comparison suggests itself here with Galileo® reluctance to engage in talk of a body@ weight
(Sharratt, 1994, p. 55). He insisted that it is necessary to speak instead of weight in a medium.
Similarly, we might prefer talk of grammaticality to be replaced by talk of acceptability in particular
situations.
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languayeis usedQs judified by Ghe success that is achieved when it is adopedd
(Chonsky, 1972,p. 111) Theproblem isthat this GuccessO's even more in the eye of the
beholder than isusud in physcal science, where experimental conditionscan be
manipulated and replicated in order to demondrate the separate contributionsof different
variables. Galileo® and CopenicusOnew ideas were persuasive partly because of their
consquences for the ordinary observed world of sensation: thar ability to predict
observationsof natural phenomena, and to accountconvinangly for casesin which
prediction and observation clashed * It is, indeed, precisely because of thar ability to
explain theworld of sensation (appropriately redescribed) tha the new ideas were
convinang *

5.3 Theories as Intentional Objects

@alileanGscience asjus described seems to offer quite a different type of undestanding
fromtha available in generative syntax. Indead of theoretical posts with fairly direct
implicationsfor observationsof languaye use, generative theories purport to offer an
undestanding of theformal systems said to undelie performance. This undestanding
possesses Gheoretical depthQin contrast to thetrivial inventorization and classification of
empirical observations But @esplundestanding is like any other type of undestanding:
itisintentiond, it is undestanding of or about something. If atheory isnat about
anything, then we are entitled to consder that it does not offer GespQundestanding B
perhapsit does not offer AindestandingGit all.® (Alterndively, we could say that if the
theory@ object is notreal, then theundestanding may be deep, but it is not scientific, or
even empirical. Nothing hinges on this choice.)

In cognitive science, generative linguistics is prindpdly taken as a computationd
theory of a particular mental competence, and assessed in terms of its supeiority ove
empiricist, specifically behaviounst, accouns. In linguistics itself, however, generative
linguistics is princdpdly taken as atheory of (an aspect of) languaye notatheory of
parole, or E-languaye (actud utterances, texts), but atheory of amentally represented
langue, or I-languae (internd knowledgeof language, linguistic competence). It aimsto
generate, or explain, all and only the @rammatical Gsentences of alanguaye But, | have
suggested, the |-languaye notion @rammatical Ccan only be opeationdized
experimentally throughthe E-languaye notion Gceeptabled As aresult, if thegap

% Sharratt (1994, p. 70) records that Gn autobiographical aside in the later Dialogue tells us quite plainly

that without the telescopic [i.e. observational: NR] discoveries Galileo would probably have remained
agood deal more reluctant to accept the Copernical system®

It is often pointed out that Copernicanism did not offer better predictions than those available in the
Ptolemaic system, though it did explain them more elegantly. This does not detract from the fact that it
did offer predictions, and was able to explain observations.

The requirement that understanding be understanding of something does not mean that we must have a
fixed conception of what this something is; indeed, one of the characteristics of empirical research is
that it alters pre-existing understandings of its object. Some phenomena previously considered real are
shown in the course of research not to be, and others, previously unsuspected, are disclosed.
Nevertheless, for understanding to have been achieved, there must be some object which the
understanding is about, and this object must be one which we are interested in having an
understanding of. We do want an understanding of people® ability to use language; we do not, for
naturalistic purposes, want a theory of people® ability to produce only a certain subset of sentences
unless this subset can be shown to have a privileged explanatory status.
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between acceptable sentences and the sentences generated by thetheory is significant, we
have avery goodreason to reject the claims of understanding made by thetheory®
advocates. We have no reason to think that thel-language of generative theory redly
existsif thetheory cannotsupply an adequae accountof the ordinary, acceptable E-
languayetha we actudly use.* The undestanding of languaye advanced in generativism
may bedeep in the sense of simple, beautiful, elegant, and informed by rich possibilities
of connection with other domains of enqurry. But, depending on one3 views of the
seriousness of thebad star problem, it may notyet beentitled to claim itself asan
undestanding of language. This conduson does not call into question thekey
methodobgical aspirationsof the generative programme. Lingustics should be Galilean.
It should jugt bdance theroles of idealization, observation and dededlization in the same
way tha Galilean science does.

Perhgpswe could ask if it actudly matters whether generative syntax is an enterprise
of the same orde as empirical science. Generative theorists have strongly adopted the
postiontha it is the enterprise@ status as science tha confers onit its prindpd
judification. But thediscipline of linguistics as awhole might see different valuein the
theory. Thelegacy of conaepts developed in geneative syntax contributes significantly to
the discipline® available andytical arsend, alowing finer descriptionsof many linguistic
phenomena Perhgpsaless Manichaean attitudetowardsknowledgecould providea
motivation for refraining from claims of scientificity which to many seem premature. The
ubiquitouscomparisonswith the practice of Galileo, Kepler, Eingein and Newton al
obscure the possibility that there are, arguably, ways for the empirical study of language
to belegitimate and at the same time fail to attain the same level of certainty asthe
experimental sciences. If physcs and literature are both valid avenues for undestanding
theworld, as Chonsky has claimed, thereis surely a vast middle groundpopukted by
many disciplines, linguistics induded. With a broader view of the naure of inquiry the
possible failingsof the generative enterprise as @alileanGscience are redeamed by its
other virtues. Thefact tha theundestanding ddivered in generative syntax is not yet of
the same epistemic status as physcs does not precludethe possibility that it (or the
tradition to which it bdong9 may eventudly attain such a status In the meantime,
however, the appropriate attitudefor generativists is surely to sugpend judgement and
pursuethe actud work of andysis.

6. Conclusion

If thereis a problem with the use of intuitionsin generative syntax, it is nottha they do
not supply representative evidence of languaye the data drawn onin empirical science
are often highly idealized and remote from thear real-world correlates. Expeimenta
science typicaly does notdraw its datafrom actud events, but uses experimentally
contrived data which often @nisrepresentCordinary states of affairs. Rather, the problem
would betha thegrammaticality assgnments which thetheory predicts are too oftenin
conflict with the acceptability judgements which conditute the theory@ prindpa source
of empirical testing.

% This is not to say that some other type of I-language may exist, which can explain language as it is

actualy used.
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Theview of grammaticality assignments as the set of the theory@ predictionshas
very different consequences from theview of them as thetheory® evidentiary base.
Unde thelatter view, generative syntax can defend the use of intuition data onthe
groundsthat thar statusis no different from that of many other types of evidence
appedled to in empirical research. But seen in theformer way, as a set of grammaticality
predictions as | have been recommending, the questionable naure of thetheory®
grammaticality assgnments becomes a potentially seriousproblem. If these assignments
are as often wrongas the theory@ detractors claim, there is a seriousempirical deficit in
the theory@ predictive and explanatory power. And if the theory cannotpredict or explain
the actud utterances which speakers judgeacceptable, we have goodreason notto accept
it as atheory of language, at least until some account is offered of how compeence and
performance mechanisms interact.

Focussing on the predictive and explanatory power of generative syntax lets us
dismiss questionsof what is andis notan appropriate source of evidence: we need nat
care where evidence comes from, aslongasiit contributes to fruitful theory-development.
Indead, thefocuson prediction stimulates reflection on what is, by any account, a central
guestion for linguistics: the question of exactly what the discipline should countas
successful explanaion of languaye The extent to which atheory of syntax succeedsin
predicting sentence grammaticality isimportant since such predictionisalarge
condituent of wha we will countas successful explanation and @ruitfulCtheory-
development. Determining wha counts as an adequae level of predictive successis
therefore akey part of theway linguistics assesses its own explanaory activities:
geneativists working on I-language (competence) need to consder how much of actud
languaye use (E-languaye) thdr theories explain. Reinterpreting the theory@
grammaticality assignments as a problem for its predictive power rather than its
evidentiary base allows usto concedethe claim that generative practice is no different
from tha characteristic of sciencein general. As aresult, it openstheway for adebae
tha may be more impartant to the conaerns of linguistics than the essentially
methodobgical onein which questionsabouttherole of intuition have so far largdy
figured. The only problem with generativism@ use of intuitionis the possible
compromise it bringsaboutto the theory@ predictive and explanatory power. As stated, |
remain neutral onwhether such aproblem exists. But if it does, thetheory has a case to
answer which cannotbe dismissed smply throughappeal to the norms of scientific
practice.

A finding of predictive inadequacy agang existing generative modds would nat be
groundsfor rejection of thetheory® broader presuppostionsand metaphyscal
commitments. Ingead, it would motivate changeto the ddails of the specific modds
currently proposd. This would notbe an affrontto Galilean method, or involve any
abandonnent of thebasic ingghts undelying generative research. It would smply be
pat of the continud process of revision which empirical theories undergoin order to
accountbetter for their objects of study.

27



Acknowledgements

Many thanksto Mengistu Amberber, Eran Asoulin, Winnie Chor, Bruce Gardiner, lain
Giblin, Amitavo Idam, Jm Martin, David Nash, Joel Nothman, David Scarratt, Michael
Walsh and, in particular, Peter Slezak, for generous comments at various stages in the
preparation of this article. I am also indebted to Nigel Love and to three anonymous
LanguageSaences reviewers for their helpful comments. Some of the material in this
article was presented at the ‘Ignorance of Language’ workshop held in July 2007 at the
University of New South Wales, and at the inaugural Free Linguistics Conference at the
University of Sydney. I thank the organizers and participants for their comments and
reactions.

References

Andor, J. 2004.Themaster and his paformance: an interview with Noam Chomnsky.
Intercultural Pragmetics, 1, 93-111.

Arnold, J, Losongm, A., Wasow, T., Gingrom, R. 2000.Heaviness vs. newness. the
effects of structural complexity and discourse status on condituent ordering.
Languae 76,28-55.

Baltin, M. 2003 Theinteraction of ellipss and binding: implicationsfor the sequenang
of Prindple A. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory, 21, 215246

Bobdjik, J. 2002 A-chansat the PF-Interface: copies and @overtOmovement. Natural
Languaye & Linguistic Theory, 20, 197ER67.

Boeckx, C. 2001.Scoperecondruction and A-movement. Natural Language & Linguistic
Theory, 19,5035648.

Boeckx, C. 2006.Linguistic Minimalism. Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Boeckx, C., Piattelli-Pamarini, M. Forthcoming: Languaye as a natural object; linguistics
asanaura science. TheLinguistic Review.

BothaR 1982.0n the @alilean styleCof linguistic inquiry. Lingug 58, 1660.

Botha R. 1989 Challenging Chonsky. The Generative Garden Game. Blackwell,
Oxford.

Cann,R., Kaplan, T., Kempson, R. 2005 Data at the grammar-pragmetics interface: the
case of resumptive pronounsin English. Lingug 115, 155101577

Carr, P. 2003 Innateness, internalism and input: Chomskyan rationalism and its
problems. Language Sciences 25, 615-635.

Chomsky, N. 1955[1975] TheL ogical Structure of Lingustic Theory. University of
Chicago Press, Chicago.

Chomsky, N. 1957 Syntactic Structures. Mouton, TheHague

Chomsky, N. 1965 Aspects of the Theory of Syntax. MIT Press, CambridgeMass.

Chomsky, N. 1972 Languayeand Mind [Enl ed]. Harcourt Brace, New Y ork.

Chomsky, N. 1978a A theory of core grammar. Glot, 1, 7-26.

Chomsky, N. 1978b Interview with Sol Saporta. Working pgoersin linguistics,
supplement no. 4. Department of Linguistics, University of Washington.
Chomsky, N. 198Q Rules and Representations Columbia University Press, New Y ork.
Chomsky, N. 1982 The Generative Enterprise: aDiscussonwith R. Huybregts and H.

van Riemsdijk. Foris, Dordrecht.

28



Chomsky, N. 1983 On cognitive structures and their development: areply to Piagd. In
Piatelli-Palmarini M. (Ed.), Languaye and L earning: the Debae Between Jean
Piaget and Noam Chonsky. London:Routiedge& Kegan Paul.

Chomsky, N. 1986 Knowledgeof Languaye its Nature, Origin and Use. New Y ork:
Praege.

Chomsky, N. 1991 Linguistics and adjacent fields a persond view. In Kasher, A. (Ed.),
The Chomskyan Turn. Blackwell, Oxford.

Chomsky, N. 1995a The Minimalist Program. Cambridge Mass.: TheMIT Press.

Chomsky, N. 1995b Language and naure. Mind, 104, 1561

Chomsky, N. 1998 Minimalist inquries: theframework. ms. MIT. Published as:
Chomsky, N. 200Q Minimalist inquries: theframework. In R. Martin, D.
Michael and J. Uriagereka (Eds), Step by Step: Essays on Minimalist Syntax in
Honorof Howard Lasnik. MIT Press, Cambridge Mass.

Chomsky, N. 200Q New Horizonsin the Study of Mind and Language Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge

Clifton, C., Fanslow, G., Lyn F. 2006 Amnestying supeiority violations processing
multiple questions Linguistic Inquiry, 37,51868.

Collins J. 2007 Meta-scientific eliminativism: areconsderation of Chonsky@ review of
Skinna@ verbd behavior. British Joumad of the Philosophy of Science, 58,625
658.

Culicover, P., Leving R. 2001 Stylistic inversionin English: areconsderation. Natural
Language & Linguistic Theory, 19, 283810

Davies, W., Dubinky, D. 2003 On extraction from NPs. Natural Languaye and
Linguistic Theory, 21, 1-37.

Dear, P. 2001 Revolutionizing the Sciences. European Knowedgeand its Ambitions
150@®1700.Pagrave, Houndmills.

den Dikken, M. 2005.Comparative correlatives compaatively. Linguistic Inquiry, 36,
4976 32.

den Dikken, M. 2006.Eithe-floa and the syntax of co-or-dinaion. Natural Languaye &
Linguistic Theory, 24, 689749

Devitt, M. 2006.1gnofance of Languaye Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Drake, S. 1978 Galileo at Work: his Scientific Biography. University of Chicago Press,
Chicago.

Featherston, F. 2007.Datain generative grammar: the stick and the carrot. Theoretical
Linguistics 33,269E818

Feyerabend, P. 1993 Agang Method[3" edn]. Verso, London

Fitzpatrick, J. 2006 Deletion throughmovement. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory,
24,3991 31

Galileo, G. 1963.Dialogues concerning two new sciences [Crew, H and Salvio, A.
trans]. McGraw Hill, New Y ork.

Gordon, P., Hendrick, R 1997. Intuitive knowledge of linguistic co-reference.

Cognition 62, 325 — 370

Grosu, A. 2003.A unified theory of GtandardCand GrangparentCiree relatives. Natural
Language & Linguistic Theory, 21, 2474831

Han, C.H., Maribd, R. 2004.The syntax of whether/q...or questions ellipss combined
with movement. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory, 22, 52768664

29



Henry, A. 2005.Non-standad dialects and linguistic data. Lingug 115,15991617.

Hinzen, W. 2006 Mind Design and Minimal Syntax. Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Horngein, N., Nunes, J., Grohmann, K. 2005.Understanding Minimalism. Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge

Horrodks, G. 1987.Generative Grammar. Longnen, London

Johnon, K. 2007 Thelegacy of methodobgical dudism. Mind and Languaye, 22, 366D
401.

Kennaly, C. 200Q Topicsin minimalist syntax [handou]. Summer School of the
Linguistics Sodety of Japan, Hachioji, Japan, 21-26 Augus.

Kusch, M. 2006.A Sceptical Guideto Meaning and Rules: Defending Kripke®3
Wittgengein. Acumen, Chesham.

Lasnik, H. 1998.Some recondruction riddes. Penn Working Papersin Linguistics, 5, 83
98.

Laurence, S. 2003 Is Linguistics a branch of psychology?In A. Barber (Ed.),
Epistemology of Languaye Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Leung, T.C. 2003. Comparative correlatives and parallel occurrence of elements. Ph.D.
Screening Paper, University of Southern California, Los Angeles.

Love, N. 1989. Language and the science of the impossible. Language & Communication,
9, 269-287.

Ludlow, P. forthcoming. Philosophical issuesin generative linguistics. MS.

MYhhaYser, P. 1987.Thepolitics of small languayes in Audraliaand the Pacific.
Languaye & Communication, 7, 1-24.

Naylor, R.H. 1974 Galileo@simple pendulum. Physis, 16,23-46.

Nowak, L. 2000 Galileo-Newton®@modd of freefall. In |. Nowakowa and L. Leszek
Idedlization X: the Richness of Idedlization. Rodai, Amsterdam.

pitt, J.C. 1992 Galileo, Human Knowledgeand the Book of Nature. Kluwer, Dordrecht.

Sabbagh J. 2007.0Ordering and linearizing rightward movement. Natural Languaye &
Linguistic Theory, 25, 3499401

Samp=on, G. 2007. Grammar withoutgrammaticality. CorpusLinguistics and Linguistic
Theory, 3, 1E82.

SchYte, T.C. 1996 The Empirical Base of Linguistics: Grammaticality Judgments and
Linguistic Methodobgy. University of Chicago Press, Chicago.

Sharratt, M. 1994 Galileo: Decisive Innowetor. Blackwell, Oxford.

Smolin, L. 2007 Thetrouble with physcs. Therise of string theory, thefall of a
science, and wha comes next. Allen Lane London

Spencer, N. 1973. Differences between linguists and nonlinguists in intuitionsof
grammaticality-acceptability. Joumd of Psycholinguistic Research, 2, 83E98.

Stubbs M. 2001 Wordsand Phrases. Corpusstudies of lexical semantics. Blackwell,
Oxford.

Ure, J. 1971.Lexical dendty andregister differentiation. In Perren, G. and Trim, J.L.M.
(Eds), Applicationsof Linguistics. CambridgeUniversity Press, Cambridge

Wasow, T., Arnold, J. 2005.Intuitionsin linguistic argumentation. Lingug 115 148
1496.

White, R. 2003.The epistemic advantage of prediction over accommoddion. Mind, 112,
653683.

Woit, P. 2006 Not even wrong. Thefailure of string theory and the search for unity in
physcal law. Jonahan Cape, London

30



APPENDIX: There seems to be + Plural NP

Select Google resultsfor there seems to be + PL NP. All thequottionsare from
passages written in otherwise grammatical English.

IMO: there seems to be many ambiguous, unintuitive, and confusing, aspects to
Python.
www.megasolutionsne/pythonNewbie-look-at-Python-and-O0-68482aspx

There are certainly two large stones standing here, each agoodmetretall, but there

seems to be many more than three large stones laying on the ground
www.megdithic.co.uk/article.php2hold=-1&mode=flat& order=0&sd=6993

There seems to be many potential reasons for such poorresults, likerising gas prices
(over $.70 per gdloninaease since the beginning of April), apoorhousng market
caused by thereset of adjugdable rate mortgages, and the lowest GDP increase (1.3%) for
the U.S. Econony since thefourth quater of 2001

http://forums.nasi oc.com/forums/showthread.phpD=17922705

It worries me tha there seems to be many housemates this year (Sam, Makod, Lesey)
who are paently not coping with the after show experience. And thewhole downward
spiral/BB ruined my life/let's sell another story to thetabloidsis a bit depressing tbh.
http://www.bbfanscom/uk/viewtopic.php2=2526

we took a back county guided tourin Northern VT. near sugabudh. Theterrain was fun
and he snow was great, but the hikingwas brutal. E there seems to be many areas
where the power lines go over steep sectionsof themountinsnear jim thorpe
http://www.paskiandride. com/forums/index.phpzhowtopic=2068&mode=threaded & pid=
38965:

WEéll, there seems to be "certain others' on DU tha did want usto die. ....
www.democraticundegroundcony.../duboad.php?az=show_mesg&forum=173&topic i
d=1538&mesy_id=1569- 32k -

There seems to be many positives, yet | worry it will reduce my sonschances at
attending a school like MIT (if that is his choice in 4 years). Would we be better off
sending him to a big name private high school? Or isit posible to ge&t agoodenough
education at a public high schoolto beaviable candidate for admissionto MIT?
http://www.mitadmissionsorg/topics/ganddquestions and_answverg/straight_from_the d
eans mouth.shtml:

There seems to be quite a few republicans off fromwork today, or doall these
indgpendently wealthy folks have nothing better to do with thar time than bash everyone
notrepublican?

http://answers.yahoo com/question/index?qid=20070615092431ABWzI S& show=7:
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There seems to be more and more young amputees in this county. Isthisagood
thing?
http://answers.yahoo com/question/index?qid=20070525062007AezHpo&show=7

There seems to be awards for everythingthese days. After ourfirst defeat at the Air
Guitar Championdhips Team USA isredoubingits efforts in theannud search for the
greatest air guitarist in al theland.

http://uneasysilence.com/archive/200603/5539/
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