Aresomelanguages'morepragmatic'thanothers?

Introduction

The division of labour between Syntax ('sentence grammar') and Pragmatics (sometimes called 'discourse grammar'), informally defined in (1), is a highly controversialissue,whichcruciallyopposesgenerativeandfunctionallinguists.

(1) a.

Syntax:constraintsbearingonthecombinationofmorphemesand phrasesuptosentencelevel,andtheresultinginterpretiveeffects.

(cf.Johnwants*(something)/Johndrinks{(alcohol)/*(water)). b.

Pragmatics:constraintsbearingontheflowoflinguistic communicationbetweenlanguageusers. (cf."Ihaveasthma"→ Pleaseputoutyourcigarette.) Chomsky'stheoryofAutonomousSyntax(e.g.Chomsky1986)postulatesthatwhatever properties are specific to the Language faculty apply up to Sentence level and are not directly motivated by our world knowledge or the requirements of communication. Underthistheory,trulylinguisticpropertiesareofapurelyformalnatureandappearto us'unmotivated '-justasthemechanismsofhumanvisionappeartous'unmotivated', exceptfromabiologicalviewpoint. FunctionallinguistssuchasBolinger(1979), Garcia(1979), Givón(1979), Kuno(1987), [START_REF] Levinson | Pragmatic reduction of the binding conditions revisited[END_REF], among many others, uphold a different view, according to which the properties of sentence grammar are basically motivated by our world knowledge and theneedsofcommunication.

Onthefunctionalistside,wefurtherfindtheinterestingview-whichIplanto discuss here -according to which natural languages vary as to the relevance of pragmatic factors to their linguistic description. A variant of this idea is that some languages are sentenceoriented while others are discourseoriented (cf. Bamgroongraks 1987 on Thai).) TypicalillustrationsofthistheoreticalstandareLi&Thompson(1975[START_REF] Li | Third-person pronouns and zero-anaphora in Mandarin discours[END_REF]andHuang (1994,2000). Huang(2000)proposesa'newtypology'distinguishing syntacticlanguages(SLs)'frompragmaticlanguages(PLs):

(2) HUANG'S(2000)ASSUMPTIONS '(...)Somelanguagesaremorepragmaticthanothers.Inthesepragmatic languages,syntacticstructureismorecloselyrelatedtosemanticrepresentation and/orpragmaticinformation.'(Huang2000:276) 'TherearesomegroundsforbelievingthatinapragmaticlanguagelikeChinese, JapaneseandKorean,whensyntaxandworldknowledgeclash,worldknowledge frequentlywins.Bywayofcontrast,inasyntacticlanguagelikeEnglish,French andGerman,whenthereisaconflictbetweensyntaxandworldknowledge, syntaxusuallytakestheupperhand(...).'(ibid.:265) InwhatfollowsIwillreviewsomeoftheempiricalevidencegivenbyHuang(2000)(in thewakeofLi&Thompson1975,1979)insupportofthetheoryphrasedin(2).AndI shallcounter-arguethattheassumptionsin(3),ratherthanthosein(2),areontheright track:

(3) MYOWNASSUMPTIONS a. SyntaxandPragmaticsareequallyrelevantforthelanguages whichHuanglabelsSLsandforthoseheclassifiesasPLs b.

Thecontrastsbetweenthesetwogroupsoflanguages alwayspertaintosentence-grammar,cruciallyNOTtothespeakers''world knowledge'ortothewaytheyconstrueinferences. I must emphasize here that should (3) be correct, it would not necessarily follow that Chomsky's'minimalist'theoryofautonomoussyntax(e.g.Chomsky1995)iscorrector optimal.This,inmyopinion,isacompletelyindependentdebate. In section 2, I will survey and discuss the major diagnostic tests proposed by Huang (2000)insupportofhisdistinctionbetweenSLsandPLs.Iwillarguethattheempirical evidence he provides fails to establish that some languages are 'more pragmatic' than others. In the concluding section, I will emphasize the nonexistence of a class of 'pragmatic languages', and briefly suggest why Korean, in particular, may SEEM, at first glance,'morepragmatic'thanFrench.

2.

TheSL/PLdistinction:discussingthediagnostictests Thethreemainpropertieslistedin(4)arethoseonwhichHuangbaseshisdistinction between SLs (represented by English and other Indo-European languages) and PLs (representedbyChinese,JapaneseandKorean). ( 4 5a) and (5b) the implicit subject and object of 'teach' must be bound by the 'teacher'and'pupil'phrases.Oneofthesephrasesisinanoperatorposition(theheadof the relative clause) while the other is in an argument position (the matrix subject). Under Chomsky's syntactic approach, this contrast leads us to identify the zero arguments of 'teach' as differenttypes of zerocategoriesdepending on the position of theirbinders-thezerosaretracesiftheyareboundbytheheadoftherelativeclause, andpronominalsiftheyareboundbythematrixsubject.ButHuangarguesthatthereis no reason to make such a syntactic distinction in Chinese. According to him the two sentences in (5) are each completely ambiguous from a syntactic viewpoint, and only our knowledge of the world (what we know about teachers and pupils) leads us to choose one interpretation over the other: in both (5a) and (5b) we construe the interpretation so that the subject of 'teach' is bound by the 'teacher' phrase, and its object by the 'pupil' phrase. So Huang's assumption is that pragmatics (our world knowledge) is, in Chinese, the crucial factor in ambiguity resolutions involving zero anaphors, whereas in English the crucial factor is syntax (the contrast between whtracesandpronominals).

Icounter-arguethatthemaincontrastbetweentheChineseexamplesin(5)and their English translations lies in morphology, not in the relative prominence of syntax and pragmatics. The English personal pronouns he/him and relative pronouns who/whomareovertandspecifiedforcaseandforthetypeofdependenciestheymay enter, while the Chinese implicit arguments are invisible and hence completely underspecified. Beyond this morphological contrast, there is no difference in the way EnglishandChinesearticulatesyntaxandpragmatics.

Chinese formally distinguishes two sentences, (5a) and ( 5b), each open to two interpretations. Out of the four resulting readings, two are selected as pragmatically felicitous.Englishdistinguishes4sentences(6a,b,c,d),eachopentooneinterpretation. Outofthefourresultingreadings,twoareselectedaspragmaticallyfelicitous(thesame asinChinese): (6) a.

Theteachertstillcannotfindapupilpwhomphetcanteachtp. b.

?#Theteachertstillcannotfindapupilpwhoptpcanteachhimt. c.

?#Thepupilpstillcannotfindateachertwhomthepcanteachtt. d.

Thepupilpstillcannotfindateachertwhotttcanteachhimp. ThesedatathusdonotshowthattheinterpretationofChinesezeropronounsis 'morepragmatic'thanthatofEnglishovertpronouns.Theyonlybringoutthefactthat Chinese uses implicit anaphors in (5) where English uses overt functional nominals in (6), and that zero morphology may be a source of greater ambiguity than overt morphology.

Pronounambiguityresolution

The fact that ambiguities involving anaphora are often resolved on the basis of world knowledgeisinnowayspecifictoZEROanaphora,aswitnessedbytheFrenchexamples in( 7 Leprofdétestel'étudiantqu' il a collé.[kilakole=(7b)] 'Theteacherhatesthestudentwhomheflunked.' In(9)asin(5),twosyntacticanalyses(andinterpretations)(respectivelycorresponding to (7a) and (7b)) are available for each distribution of the 'teacher' and 'student' phrases. But for each distribution of these phrases, one interpretation (hence one structural analysis) is selected on pragmatic grounds -due to what we know about teacher/studentrelations:teachersflunkstudentsandnotconversely.Theseexamples onlyshowthatwhenalinguisticformisequallyopentotwoormoresyntacticanalyses (and semantic interpretations), world-knowledge may contribute to ambiguity resolution. This is a rather well-known fact but it is no truer in Chinese than it is in FrenchorEnglish. 2 OnovertandzeropronounsandpronounspecificationinKorean,cf.Jeon(1989), [START_REF] Shim | Les pronoms coréens ø , kîø et caki dans la phrase et dans le discours:essaidegrammairecomparée[END_REF], [START_REF] Kang | Functional Syntax: Anaphora, Discourse and Empathy[END_REF] Inthiscasethesecondreferentintroducedinthediscourse(laconcierge,thelandlady)is straightforwardly understood as female-denoting (in French because of feminine inflection on the definite article, in English because of the lexical content of the noun landlady). Correlatively, those overt pronouns which are morphologically specified for gender:Frenchil/elle,Englishhe,him,his,her,she)arecontextually unambiguous.But this does not prove ambiguity resolution to be more syntaxbased in French/English thaninChinese.ItboilsdowntothefactthatChinese,unlikeEnglishandFrench,failsto haveinflectionalmorphology.Andthispropertycruciallypertainstowordandsentence grammar,NOTtoworldknowledgeorpragmatics. Syntacticandpragmaticconstraintsplaysimilarrolesinbothtypesoflanguages.World knowledge is only activated for pronoun ambiguity resolution when morphosyntax makestwocompetingreadingsequallyavailable. Huang(2000)emphasizesthatthetheoryofanaphorawhichChomskyandsomeofhis disciples initially built on the basis of English evidence, does not extend to such languages as Chinese. What characterizes the Chomskyan approach to anaphora in general,andtoreflexivesinparticular,isthatitentirelyreliesonstructuralfactors.For instance, it is assumed that there exists a class of natural-language expressions which includeEnglishhimself (herself,etc.) (Korean/adaptedfromNa&Huck1993) koch-eun gughwa-ga olaega-n-da. flower-TOP chrysanthemum-NOM last.long-PRS-DEC Lit.'Flowers,chrysanthemumslastlong.' However, the assumption that 'Chinese-style' topics go unattested in so-called SLs cannotbeupheld.Aswitnessedbytheexamplesin( 22)-( 23),the'Chinese-style'topics in( 20 whichdistinguishChinese-stylefromEnglish-styletopicsonceagaincruciallypertainto sentencegrammar.

Reflexives

3.

Concludingremarks:thesyntax/pragmaticsinterface I am thus led to the conclusion that the distinction proposed by Huang (2000) between SLs and PLs must be discarded as empirically incorrect. The properties on which Huang bases his assumption are actually grounded in morphosyntax, not in pragmatics. As regards anaphora, if Chomsky's Binding Theory appears unable to correctly predict the distribution and interpretation of pronouns and reflexives in various languages (e.g. Chinese), we must conclude that Chomsky's Binding Theory shouldberevised.Butitdoesnotfollowthatsomelanguages,suchasChinese-Japanese-Korean (CJK), are less than others governed by syntactic constraints. In CJK, as in English or French, pronouns and reflexives cannot be freely inserted and interpreted within sentences, they all abide by sentence-internal constraints: for instance, Chinese zeropronouns,justasEnglish/Frenchweakovertpronouns,seemtoresistbeingbound by a co-argument. 5 On the other hand, in English and French, as in CJK, speakers recourse to world knowledge and pragmatic inference to resolve certain types of ambiguities -whenever morphosyntax delivers two or more equally available structuralanalyses.Worldknowledgethenguidesthehearerinselectingonereadingas contextuallyoptimal.Asregardstopic-commentconstructions,theyareequallyattested in English/French and in CJK, the only contrasts lie in morphosyntax, and the morphosyntax of topic marking is quite different in Japanese/Korean, and in Chinese. ThisfurthershedsadoubtontheassumptionthatCJKshouldbegroupedtogetherina singlecategoryof'pragmaticlanguages'

Huang fails to emphasize an important contrast between, e.g., French/English and Korean (and Japanese) regarding the way sentence grammar accommodates Information Structure. A striking fact about Korean and Japanese is that in order to translateanEnglishorFrenchsentenceintotheselanguages,oneMUSTtakeintoaccount InformationStructure.ThisisnottruetothesameextentinsuchlanguagesasEnglish andFrench. Forinstance,aFrenchspeakerassessingthesentencein(27) Minna-ga telebi bo-goiss-eo. '(Heylook)MinnaiswatchingTV.' c.

Minna-neun telebi-leul bo-goiss-eo. 'Minna,sheiswatchingTV.' InFrench,asentencelike(27),utteredunderasingleprosodiccontour,mayfelicitously translate each of the four sentences in (28). This contrast may suggest that Korean is 'morediscourse-oriented'thanFrench.However,thismayonceagainbeshowntoresult from a morphological contrast between French and Korean: in Korean, morphosyntax systematically signals the information status of every nominal (cf. [START_REF] Kwon | Differential function marking, case, and informationstructure:evidencefromKorean[END_REF], while such is not the case in French. This of course does not mean that Information Structure is irrelevant for the syntactic description of such languages as French or English, for there is, as we know, plenty of evidence proving otherwise (cf., e.g.,Lambrecht1994,Erteschik-Shir1997).

The contrast between Korean and French in ( 27)-( 28) is that French morphosyntax may stay neutral with respect to information structure, while Korean morphosyntax must not. Like the other properties discussed in the previous sections, this contrast is groundedin sentence grammar, and in no way supports the claim that Koreanis'morepragmatic'thanFrench. 
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  Abbreviationsusedintheglosses[someofthemareborrowedfromthesources]:ACC=accusative,AUX= (perfect)auxiliary,CL=classifier,DAT=dative,DEC=declarative,DF=definite,DM=demonstrative,F= feminine(gender),HON=honorific,INF=informal(style),LOC=locative,M=masculine(gender),NOM= nominative,PF=perfectivemarker,PL=plural,PASS=passive,POSS=possessive,PRS=present,PST=past, REL=relativemarker,RES=resulativemarker,SG=singular,TOP=topic;1,2,3=first,second,thirdperson. IntheChineseexamplesin(5),zhao+daoaretwoverbs(literally'lookfor'and'arrive')whose combinationinthisnegativecontexttranslatesas'can'tfind'.[ThankstoMarie-ClaudeParisforher feedbackonzhaobudao].

  Li&Thompson(1979)(aswellasHuang2000)claimthattheinterpretationofChinesetype zero pronouns is characteristically calculated on pragmatic grounds, NOT on syntacticgrounds. (10) [...]Therearenostructuralpropertiespredictingtheinterpretationofthe referentforzero-pronouns[...]Theinterpretationofthereferentforthe unrealizedpronounisinferredonthebasisofpragmaticknowledge.' (Li&Thompson1979:312) In(11) 3 IpresentaparadigmofChinesedata(involvingzeropronouns)presentedbyLi &Thompson(1979),withitsFrenchandEnglishtranslationsin(12a-h)and(12a'-h').
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In(13a,b)adjacentreferentialindices(e.g.'yz')indicatethatthetworeadingsareequallyavailable, whileindicesseparatedby'>'(e.g.'y>z')indicatethatone(orseveral)reading(s)is/arepreferred.

ThisgeneralconstraintisfurtherdiscussedinZribi-Hertz(2008).

Thus,themaincontrastsbetween'Chinese-style'topicsandtheirFrench/English counterparts ultimately lie in morphosyntax -the way each type of topic is morphologicallyorlexicallyspecified,whetherthetopicbindsaresumptivemorpheme, and when it does, whether the resumptive is overt or null. Therefore, the properties