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Foreword

We have seen a lot of arguments against hypothesis (A)" in the last number of our
paper. Let us, now, consider the question whether the hypothesis (A) has any advantages,
and if it does, how these advantages can be incorporated into the hypothesis (B).? Let us,
therefore, consider the base rules, the transformations and coordinations for the with
construction in the following sections of this paper.

The base rules

In order to generate simply the structure of the type ®), we may hypothesize the
following modification of the base rule for the element P’.

(1) P/ N/// _X/r/

Note that this rule suffices to generate all the complement structures of P that we have
considered so far. In addition it can provide the structure P—A’”, which is thought rather
rare in English. Consider the following example.

(2) Her color changed to pale green.

(1), therefore, may be considered to be well motivated. Note, however, under the hypothesis
(B), (1) is not quite rich enough to describe examples like (3).

(3) a, With Peter still (being) furious about his defeat...
b. With your mother (being) not at home...

It appears that adverbs can also occur in the complement of the with construction, for
in many such examples these adverbs may well be part of the specifier of the X', as was
mentioned above. But, in addition, such adverbial extensions occur in simple P’ structures
as well.®

(4) a, After not two but three days, they left.
b. This is the cloth of without any doubt the best quality.
c. I think of yes or no.
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Note, forthermore, that the similar type may occur for the complement of the element
N.

(5) The quick conquest of the city with only a handful (of) people in the last phase of the
battle,...

Under the assumptions of the X-bar theory such partial phenomena are likely to be missed.
We may, then, conclude that the rule (1) must be modified so as to include some adverbial
elements. '

The transformation

Another problem under the X-bar theory is that certain transformations may apply
within P’ as well as within V' domain. Consider the following.”

(6) a, With the new member of our team in the defence...
b. With in the defence the new member of our team...

(6a) is a example of P—N""—P", which is generated by (1). But (6b) has the form P'—
- P””—N"". Note that a similar inversion transformation occurs in corresponding sentences.

(7) a, John has positioned the new member of our team in the defence.
b. John has in the defence the new member of our team positioned.

It is not, however, correct to assume (6b) is derived from some sentential source like (7b) to
which some inversion rule has applied. Instead, there is no reason why that rule should not
apply to (6a) directly. The inversion rules applied to the complement of P" may be different
from other similar rules applied to sentences.

The next rule to be considered here is the transformation that extraposes modifying
clauses, comparative clauses, supelative clauses and the like. This rule is involved in the
following examples.”

(8) a, We got the same food that we ate yesterday on our plates.
b. We got the same food on our plates that we ate yesterday.

A modifying clause is moved to the end of the cycle containing that clause, then extraposed
to the end of the cycle containing that phrase. This same rule applies in the with
constructions.

(9) a. With that tie that he got from his sister (wearing) around his neck...
b. With that tie (wearing) around his neck that he got from his sister...
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In (9b) the relative clause has been extraposed inside P’ around X’”’. This fact will be seen
to play a central role.

Coordination

Another apparent problem for the (B) hypothesis concerns examples like the following.®
(100 with Mother (being) in hospital and Father permanently (being) drunk...

The structure of (10) at a superficial level, seems to be P—N""—P"”” and N”"—A’’. The
problem is that there is coordination of different constituents under the hypothesis (B). But
under the hypothesis (A) no such problems occur, because it can analyze (10) as P* (P (V"
V"”and V') V'] P’ where both V'”’s are reduced.

Note, however, that this seemingly simple solution under the hypthesis (&) is not without
problems, for in a case like (0), the deletion rule, formulated essentially as in the rule (19 in
our former paper,” will have to apply in an across-the board manner in the sense of
Williams (1977). Consider now a case like (1)).

(1) With Mother (being) sick and (making) Father a housewife...

1) is perfectly well-formed, but observe that the assumed verb must be be in the first
conjunct, but make in the second ; i.e., the rule (15 in our former paper would have to apply
to the following structure.

(12

with

P/ll an

(V7”7 (N e) (V' [V make] (N’ father] (ya housewifel]]

1 2 3
At this point element 2 can be deleted, but it doesn’t satidfy the rule of (15 in our former

LV (N Mother) [V’ bel (V" sick]] J }

paper. Under any reasonable _assumption of how across-the-board application works in
connection with the rule, the deletion should be blocked in (). A similar reasoning would,
of course, apply if one tried to delete one of the verbs in (12 by conjunciton reduction or
gapping® before applying the rule (15 in our former paper.

Note that (10) (and (1)) as well) derives from a coordination of two with constructions from
which the second with is deleted by conjuction reduction, gapping or something like that.
(10) and (1) would then be quite parallel with sentences like (13).

139 a, Iregard John as friend and Peter as enemy.
b. John brought the sheets to the laundry and the pants to the dry cleaner.
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In these sentences the normal reduction process has been applied.

Conclusion

It was seen above that the hypothesis (A) has so many advantages that it might be too
early to make any decision now. Let us, therefore, consider problems as to control (again,
for we discussed this problem in our first number), semantics, the specified subject

constraint and so on, in the next number of our paper.
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