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ENVY: A Funcrionar, The veth ey can geenr in g surfage steyetyre! fullawed by

ANALYSH two Nbs (thiat is, ency AT, AP, a in (1):
Brian Joseph : : )
A 1) I  John hi d looks,
i - Harvard Universily (1) eavy Jo tn'hm good loo
_ The sccond NP after envy can be a simple NP, as in (1), or
} . i any type of complex NP, cither a relative clause (with a
i varicty of types of targets) or a rumor clause: 2

(2) T envy John that girl who caresses him in class all
the time.
(3) T envy John the way his mother treats him.

» (4) TIenvyJohn the fact that he s able to go to Europe
T every year, '

L

In this squib, attention will be restricted to sentences in
which there is an overt NP in NP, that is corcferential with
NPy, because such sentences are the casiest to judge inde-
pendent of their context.? -

In general, it seems that there s litde or no syntactic

restriction on where in NP, this corcferent NI HIAy oceur,

A b o v cs” b o

! Whether this surface wanifestation s a derived structure or
essentially represents a deep structure coufivuration for this verl will
not be of coneern here, The phenomena to be comidered reniain intee-
esting repardless of the derivation, :
3 These sentences with complex NP are perhaps a shade lover ‘
in acceptability than ones with simple NI's. However, the muin focus
in this squib will be relative Judirments betwern sentences of this type
and not abeolute designations of their acceptalnlity,
I seems that all theee HEY sentenees presuppore that there s
somcthing ahout NI, that is beneficial ta NIYy in some way., This can
be made explicit by the conteat in which the sentence oeeurs, Fhus, a
sentenee such as (i) is odd in isolition, exeeptunder the presuppuosition
that the et that Bl has o new Pontiac i Leneticial ta John, as shown
by the context in (iiy:
I. (i) T eavy Juhn Bill’s new Pontiac, X
(i) Bill lets John use all of his belongings freely; they're really ’
the best of friends, / certuinly envy John Il's vew Pontice--
he'l be able to use it all he wants, !
A sentence such as (i requires o such context to bhe acceptable, though
it docs presuppune that having a new Pontiac is enviable for SOMe reason,
(iii) I cavy John bis new Pontiac,
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SQUIRS AND DISGUSSION

both as to position and as to granunateal relation: in
particular, it can be a subject in the complex NP, as in {4)
above, and as in (5) and (6): = -

*(5) T envy John the way he can caress Sue during
math class.

(6) I cavy John the fact !lnt lie always catches the
most fish.

Also, it can be an ohject (of.t verb or apreposition). as in

(2) and (3) above, and as in (7) and (8):

(7) T envy John the way Sue caresses him in public,
(8) T envy John the gift which Sally gave (to) him
for his birthday.

Furthermaore, the coreferential NP can be at a considerable
distance from NP,:

(9) Tenvy Johnthe factthat there are Jots of eirls who
are willing to volunteer to take care of him.

Despite this apparent freedom in the position and gram.
natical relation of this corelerential NP, even when the
same ver is involved (compare (5) with (73}, there do exint
sentence pairs that differ only in the position and grame
matical relation of this coreferential NP hut in which this
difference matters for the acceptability of the sentences
rclative to cach other. Consider, for exataple, the following:

(10) a. T envy John the girl who he marnied,
b. 2*1 envy John the git] who macicd him.
(11) a.  Tenvy John the fact that Beuy could come
up to him like that,
b. 2*1 envy John the fact that he could comne up
to Betty like that.,
(r2) a. I envy John the fact that he could ;o up o
Betty like that,
b. 2*1 envy John the fact that Betty could go wp
to him like that.

We nst now consider the following question: Ts ther - any
way of explaining the contrasts of (10) through (12), or .rc
they simply to be considered idiosynceratic facts about this
enyy construction?

In fact, there is an .\ppmach to explanation in syntax
that allows for a straight”wward characterization of th
cause of these unexpected contrasts. Tuis the framework t.mt
has cmerged in recent work, for example Kuno (10773,
Kuno and Kaburaki (10973), and Kuno (19361, concening
the way in which empathy interacts with syntax. As deitned
by Kuno (1975, 321), the speaker’s empathy refers to his
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A single sentence cannot contain two or more
conflicting foci of the speaker's cmpathy, -
(14)  Sutface Structure Empathy lherarchy
. It is casiest for the speaker to empathize with
| the referent of the subjecty it is next casisst for
. the speaker to empathize with the referent of
’ , ‘the object; ... It is next to impossible for the
speaker to empathize with the referent of the
by-agentive:
; . . : Subject > Object 2 ... > By-Agentive.
‘f : X (15)  Speech-dct Participant Hierarchy
: Itis casicr for the speaker to cmpathize with
himsell' (namely, to express his own point of
view) than to empathize with somcone ¢lc.

o . “attitude with respect to who, iwmong speech event partici-
; pants (the speaker and the hearer) and the participants
: ; of an event or state he deseribes, the speaker takes sides
Lo S with". Three nain principles govern the reflexes of empathy
: : in syntax, as given by Kunn (1975, 321-322) and Kuno and
h Kaburaki (1975, 37):
; (13)  Ban on Conflicting Empathy Foci

——

R

( ( . . Thus, for example, passive sentences with first-person agents
such as (16)

16) ?*Mary was hit by me.
Y y

‘ are anomalous in isolation because “the speaker is expressing
: his own point of view (because it describes his own action,
: ' while he is empathizing with Mary rather than bimself (be-
i ' cause he has intentionally applicd Passivization to elevate
. ' Mary to the tapmaost position, and to downtrade 1 to the

lowest position in the Empathy Hierarchy)” (Kuno (1975,

322)). That is, there is a conflict between the cmpathy focus
; _ as defined in (1) and the one detined in (15)~it is this
conflict that (14) is aimed at.

One final concept that is crucial to Kuno and Kabu- '
raki’s work on cinpathyis thatof subject-oriented and objects
oriented expressions. These are phrases that are oricated
toward a particular NP (subject or object) in their empathy
focus; that is, they foree the spraker’s crupathy onto the
subject or object. One such expression is the verly marry,
; for X marry ¥ is oriented toward X in its cmpathy focus,
: as shown by the oddness of (17a) compared to the aceept-

ability of (170y):

4
i
2

(17) a. 22Mary marricd me on June 1, 1975..
b. I married Mary on June 1, 1975.

(174) is odd because it violates the Ban on Conflicting
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Empathy Foci (13); marry is subject-oriented, so only when

the figsteperson pranouy, which sefies 12 the speaker and
thus s Kighest on the Bpeech Aet Partivipant Hierarchy
(15), is in subject position will the sentence be wholly well.
formed. Similar expressions are thie subject-ariented goupto
and the object-oriented come up to:

(18) a.  Twent up to John and tald him to leave.
b. 22John went up to me and told me to leave.

(19) a. John came up to me and told me to leave.
b. 221 came up to John and told him to leave,

With these notions in mind, we can turn again to the
envy sentences of (10) through (12). The contrasts evideut
there can be explained by the following principle

13

(20) In the structure envy NPy AP, the NP in NP,
that is corcferent to NPy must be ina position
to receive the speaker’s empathy.

where our previous definition of empathy is operative, and
subject to the principlesin (13) thiough {15). Tlas principle
(20), along with the other empathy principles, explains the
anomalous sentences of (10) through (12), which are
repeated heee: A

(10) b. ?*1 cuvy John the ¢irl who married him,

(11) bo 2*Lenvy John the fact that he could come up
to Betty Like that.

(12) b. 2*1 cavy John the fact that Betty could go up
to him like that,

In (10b), the coreferential NP is the object of the subject-
oriented verb marry; therefore, it is not in a position to
receive the speaker’s empathy. Essentially what has hap-
pened is that (13), the Ban on Conflicting Panpathy Foei,
has been violated because the coreferential NP should te-
ceive the empathy; but instead the refirent of the girl, the
rclative pronoun who, is the focus of the speaker’s cmpathy.
Similarly, in (11h), the coreferential NP is the subject of
the object-oriented expression come up to, and in (12h), that
NP is the object of the subject-criented expression g wp to;
hence, in neither sentence is it in a position 1o be the focus
of the speaker’s cmpathy:.

Thus the apparent idiosyneratic behavior of (10)
through (12) can in fact be accounted for in terms of the
principles governing the interaction of cmpathy with svinax.
This in itsell offers rather convincing support for the cor-
rectness of this functional approach to explanations of soime
apparently syntactic phenomena. And this support can be
made cven stronger, for the functional analysis of enty
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g predicts that any envy sentence of this type will be odd o
some degree i the coreferential NP is notin a position
reccive the empathy focus. ‘Thus any expression that is not
neutral with regard to its empathy focus should produce
results similar to those of sentences (10) through (12). This,
in fact, turns out to be the case.

Although the juawnnents are somewhat delicate, the
contrasts that are predicted by the empathy prineiples for
simple sentences are found also in ey sentences, for the

. appropriate expressions. For example, the phrase X run into
7, in the sense of ‘encounter’, is subject-oricnted, so that
(21a) is odd compared to (21h), as a result of the conflicting
empathy foshi "

i
: (21) a. ?2John ran into me on the street yesterday. ;
; b. I raninto John on the street yesterday.
; We see then that principle (20) plus the empathy principles
: 3 redict the contrast in (22); for, as object of run into, the
\ p » 4O, ] ’
: corcferential NP will not he in a position o receive the :
: v spcaker’s empathy: '
. (22) a. P?Ienvy John the eirl who ran into him on the
: 4 . ]
k] street yesterday.
1 b.  Ienvy John the girl he ran into on the street
b
1 yesterday, ;
2 . Similarly, the expresion X's package from Y s oriented
. toward X in its empathy focus, whercas Y's package to .\,
i which deseribes the sanie event, is nonetheless oriented
4 toward 27 Consider the following example: |
3 . . . .
¢ (23) a. ?2Mary’s package to me arrived just in time,
3 b. - My package from Mary arrived just in time.
d
3 Again, given the nature of these expressions, prineiple (20)
2 makes the correet prediction regarding the sentences of (24) :
bt ' :
B (24) a. ?I envy John Mary's package to him. :
! b, Tenvy John his package from NMary,
g . . .
i Furthermore, principle (20) predicts that the corefer-
b . . v - )
4 ential NP in the NP, of eney sentences cannot be the aeent
3 in a passive sentence, becanse that position is not conduacive
7; to reeciving the speaker’s empathy, aceording o the Surice . s
1 Structure Einpathy Hierarchy (14). The unaceeptahilivy of '
$ seutence (16) with a first-person agent was explained along
! these lines, “This prediction is borne out by the data, as .
- S . 4
3. shown by the following contrasts: ’
3 .
5 (25) a1 envy Johm the fact that he discovered
« helium.
k]
P
3 f
1
&
3 i
T3 !
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" b 221 covy John the fact that Selivm was tligs
3 R coverced by him, :
; (26) a. I envy John the nice clothes he buys,
L b. *?I cnvy John the nice clothes that arc bought
‘ e ' by him,
¥ - -
: ; It is important here that the NP in the by-phrase he un-
; i . . 2 :
; . stressed; when it is stressed, as for cxample in contrastive
: b
k)

situations, engy sentences in which a by-phrase contains the

L corclerential NP are acceptable:
T - .
: ! (27) T envy John the fact that it is students trained
F by him who get all the sood jobs, while mine
i have to work in banks.
s !

This fuct, however, does not rim counter o principle (20),
for stressed NPs in by-phrases in vencral fdl outsids the

Lo 3 scope of the empathy principles. ‘T hos a i d-person et
p i . oo when suresed, does not produce an anomalous sentence
S (compare (16)): '
Lo (28)  Itis students who are trained by ¢ who get all
¢ the grood jobs,
i The explmation given here for the contrasts of {10)
-4 through (12) therefine has strong predictive’ power, No
b other analysis that Famaware of givesas nnifonm an account:
o of all these facts and is fur ther able to make such predictions,
AU N - . . . ~
T The fact that this analysis makes crocial use of the « oneept
.- i\ . - . s .
S of empathy focus is thus to be considered stong justiication
P for the inclusion of this notion in lineuistic theory,
& 2 -
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