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On Reference

— The Articles and Relativization —

by Hidekatsu Nizuma

In up-to-date theories of syntax and semantics strong proposals have been made
about the transformational relationship between the definite article and the process of
relativization. However, many facts do not justify such a treatment of the article and,
oddly enough, little justice has been done to the so-called indefinite article. This may
be because of the decidedly wrong assumption that it gives the basis on which to
introduce the definite article.

The articles in English are essentially a matter of reference and they are to be
defined as proclitic elements indicating the Speaker’s presuppositions about the Hearer’s
identifying knowledge. The many subtle characteristics they display contrastively are
statable in terms of the intricate relationships between the speech factors.

This paper aims to revalue some of the important conclusions from a syntactical
point of view and justify the assumption suggested above by giving a uniform account
of the variously discussed problems about the articles.
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Reference i+ /O MAEL L L TEE /R Z L% 57 CRBERAZFI LV~
—language & speech— 725 fFlET 5 HED MR TH %, reference (% speech GEHERFE) O
function —FHEIZ1Y speech DEER & L TOFEHZDEX D function— TH - T, language (4

BEE CIXBI e, EO (EW) 12 language KRBT HHEDO DO TH LM, HIHHED
5ty (referent) Z L T AHRB % H\ % (referential use), Fic, TDRZWIZDOWT
200k - Sp A (TR 5 oz i A FBLA B 5 (predicative or attributive use), &5 T &k
speech IZJEL, = hb i language I3 7ED THEK ) ICFEHAIN LD X2 ARG T B
HETH D,
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2t ‘referring expression’ £ L THW ‘b BEAGS (proper name) 2%, speech function & LT
[name] & L T% [descrlptlon] LLTLAVWORBRAEYL TT W5, &0 RAN ‘referring
with or without denotmg DR ERNETHELE, BABROKRATHS definite description,
indefinite description iz 4 = ® ik Lo KA b b DT, referential use 1o d ZHEO THL
RonnELid, 1, MEOKHEEZLDAS to5 1o fi%, H)% referent # 4 -> descriptions %
hiicihizfEdnh iz T 5,
reference DFuE]%bié‘iﬁSEEﬂ@Fﬂ%&%U = Licie b, $65C, speech R THHERANLL T
o TEE% - WxT - W54 - Hv b b EiE (definite dsecription vs. indefinite description)]
DA% ERET S & REFAOMBERRRT A LI D,
1i. Presupposition 7 Assertion 7
D B S » TXREENE A D, HE TFILF I fEFR (semantic interpreta-
tion) %5 % %, FRIZHMOETH B2, WHDHBL speech T S ETHBEMET
»5, o oOEHEOMBEL B. Russel M. Assertion 2z fh% b, logico-linguistics TR LIELIE
M E I b,
S RN T 7 e —F & FliShT X\ Russel OBGERICH VT, i significant (FTE{\
BBOWTFRNDORELYRBT AL VO L) THH I LABPIARELRD LD M OMILTD -
<, TOHBOEEHEY L L THA SR BRBHEK (descriptive function) (% = @ speech %
WaRgE L0 LT 5, MELsol, B¢ o—EMlb referent O fF4EAS, F ®itih (definite
description) #&H X OHEAMED —2 & LT assert EhbE\) MEo L bxHieh b,
lii. Definite Description (C DWW T
TR — RO MR L LD, ARENT L bEAT A LD
%% % 4 O{Efk (individuals) 2FET 5 L M- T b, b D EF AR E L T %
oA BEERCHEETLEELDRD, b LR ABEDEERMOTNTHLEKRTSC
EAHEKS R BE, FOAE, oML TR (dentifying knowledge®) % %
EWnd,
X, #EF ) referring expression & LT definite description # F\» 2 &1, kL
L CH7ET %% 4 (unique referent) (¥ [Hl¥ o FRIHY A1 D BHNICH LHEWYT Il X
febicws, IEL X, FEHFZD Hi# (presupposition) IZ 3. D8 FIZD A definite description
BHWHDTH D, HoT, EZEOXEHHHEN T, definite description HikmEnsmdHy
DEEREET HHEELFEDT L5 Russel DEZEFILRAE LR, k- HETF
D Fiz D % speech DER & L TO HEMEFLET D L\ 5 — ey Rz KT %5, definite
description \=(3 3EE DR LM imply Sh TV EEZRIBHILNTHS
Liii. Indefinite Description (C DT
R X S I ER SN D EEONREN K HEC, FEE referring expression & L

* P. F. Strawson (1964)
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T indefinite description # %, $t T, intentional Ts x5 3% E TH - T, indefinite des-
cription (%, fL T2 FYOFAELXERT 28 % imply T5, Z DI T definite descrip-
tion & (¥H7c % speech function # $ DR TH 5,

COHNTIE, Eil XA RET S ERL L T THE FoRIINMmEC T 55
%0 presupposition | #FHL 7T % proclitic element & L TEHRL, kD HE L Lok% HaF
filiL, 5o GRSl Y52 2008 TH %,

II. Relativization &~5E:

R OEWHERC KT HERE L THHTRE Z L1, node & L T Article (% deep struc-
ture [IZIE ALETHHETHECHD, FrBAEEAL deep strecucture T oD one T
BT, MEMBAO proclitic element TH % BH1C FHIENNC one % a (n) 12 &2 5 BEHE BN
I o TS5 N5 derived element THhH D, Ft:, TEEMTOWTIE, [FLU < deep structure
element Tl 7c <, relativization % antecedent noun (= the % iz % (added element),
Iz, a, the |% surface structure i3\~ C, JEan& L TOJR—D status & & D721 T < £ D
Btk niBi S e bicvs, U EXEET2HB 2ARBHE L ofcdicid, Pl e b
DHEENHPLELENCT L S,

1. deep structure {2 ¥\ THi one & FF25 L 75\ fadl o3 surface structure (2 35\ T a (n)
HLOBANRD D,

2. relativized NN a & the b & W {52860 H 5,

3. BAREIOBEII ST the+t N nillv-Hh 5,

la He left Paris.

He left a Paris that had become cold.
1b You know Providence.

The Providence you know is no more.

= DA TR definite TH 5 [EH AT relativization 2355 RIC a, the Mz cdb DT
HDHENIELFEMBPINCIEL . A RIER, definite 7o [E4 s HIRENC X - THIC
restrict S5 & E25HDIXRBEHAGHETH S, b2 T,
The [aspect of ] Providence you know is no more**.

DI S CHBHOFLEEZGBILT ST 7L —-XICX» T, EFEAMEL TOEBEYRDLTIC
the 3T 52 LIZHRDA, la DB, a b the LAgEE Bbh b s, O A7 7L —
XEBHCBORESCRG, &2 THEBEACET S Russel DFTBIIEHTH - T, BEL
[description] & U C [E#B Zadw i & T iz SR 2 L2k bsv e FE 2 b h

* David M. Perlmutter (1967)
**  Zeno Vendler (1967)
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%, [description] & L THWE, Wwihd b referent 12 L T D existential proposition 7%
ML 7D 5 50 b TH 5, [name] & L THEH A% v Aud syntactic M HE » Tl
BRATZ WD S Lk K, LT, la, 1b & bic, [EHEAEL descriptions TH S
tEZbhb,

a L the N&FA— e 2EEICBT 2L D TH - Thb—CMrbhd &) HEs
ELWEFTIE, £iADZ deep structure element THh - T, il surface structure (2
= % —Pys T, —relativization 2Vl S h B BT —, FEEN—ED R > THFAICINZ
BEsEmT S kS, AHBERCK T, ik, BEAEED T, HEAsnERT S
clause D4+ T generate T b b\ 5 Ex Hn—MEL TR TWHHFERL LLOHM % ZFHT
RNORE A RY (N

lc He greeted me with warmth.
He greeted me with @ warmththat was puzzling.
He greeted me with the warmth that was expected.

puzzle, expect H3FEFADFER B RET 5O TR, &0 3% Klima O\ % adversative
pair* % %% 0 it fic 4 % —surprise vs. sure, ashamed vs. glad against vs. in favor of—
EEZbhb,

1d I know a student who plays the violin.
le I know the student who plays the violin.

play (3 7EFADEIRICE L TiX neutral &\~ 5 L b irrelevant Td %, speech factors o iz
BOTOLEDFERERDIRETH D, ZCCTEBERLHAEHEMHL LT LbiRwy, 1d D
BRI EENCOLE AT ) LED ~HHTH 5, le TxBHED argument D
REHTH- T, HEFMNEL < referent % identify $5Z L X B AnbhTwT X
DFAF AL F Y v ERFEL] L) le LAKRD FRETHDD LD TIRIRL, restrictive
TH5HDIL 1le TH-» T 1d Tikielr,

1f I know a student, who plays the violin.
1g I know the student, whe plays the violin.

BAGREI 2 R <B4, 1g iz FnTh self-sufficient T3 % 23, 1f iXnon-informative TH %, i
= a O L EEL D Zos identify 35 intentional object /R L, HE T Amic X » TE
O referent 73BT class PRI MBI T E Vv, Lichi- T, 1d, f 233 hdb message &
LT T 5o BRI RBHTH S L B2 RERDV,.

1d, 1f » 21 BI{RAG restrictive vs. non-restrictive DX \IZHED & 5 PEkD BT A
D ThbH, LI OLITEHRBICERI NS identifying S*™* & L TOABEREL, ALk 5,

* Edward S. Klima, Negation in English
**  Zeno Vender (1967) o J{3E
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[l % Fiz & » TiX non-informative TH 5, EF X FROE M LBFRMIC IR LBRL 7t h
b e\,
1h A girl was an Eskimo. The girl ate only fish. She -
A girl was an Eskimo who ate only fish. The girl ---
1i A girl was an Eskimo who ate only fish. The girl ---
1h O W5k [E U & A FE4>3, predicate NP (% non-referential T % 73 relativization %
T, 1i OBAMRAEIL restrictive TlXgkL Thol,
17* I met a girl who speaks Basque.
A girl I met speaks Basque.
COWIIBERMO TN E M FEEDOLTREERDL, WBICERINLV, ERABFZH 2
T E,
1k**  The girl I met speaks Basque.
I met the givl who speaks Basque.
COWMLIEERERICT S, ThZhOBRELROTHEIHE FCRBRMOERTH S &
WO EEDRIRGEMNTH - T, THERCREDEREZRAT HUTH %,

III. ERHRCKTIME

ChE CREFAD a THDh, Bk the THDHMIEL T, BFREIORDLTHENEE
® assertion T 57k % presupposition TH LM HHTHI L TH T, FHIDI &
(%, a B\ ik the DFERDFA L 7c % speech DEFRRH DO —EOBIHMEL L 155 1 5 I MEHYATR
<L HbH, —F, Tkt restrictive relative clause (DfF7E) % suggest 35 £\~ 9 Vendler
OFFH, S\t relativization 23 GRS the 2Nz %5 &\~ 5 Perlmutter ® E5E1X, ThEh
HACHRNS > Th, the 2T 2B IXEL V. 2R syntactic 7% 5 2 5 374
HEAHLREEH EONHEERM S S L XBEH TSI 5 TH S, Vendler DAL A D
—DTHHN, a, the DIJFEITH—L TIXHPARAFETH - T, fadls’ identifying occurrence
THHL (a+N L L THID) & L—ED discourse DREE T ALETH %D & L T thet+N
7% singular term™* & L T, B4 definite description % referring expression & L T 312 &
A7 % linguistic device & L T relativization % & 5 2 TWAHAMD THEERTH 5. Uz,

la I see aman. The man wears a hat.

KAk THAE ] TH 5 Thereis a man whon I see. & -5 7 L — X A[{ig7s f4anl man (23
4% identifying S TH i, HBicLic singular term & U T the man %8 AT il 5 2

* ** Sandra A. Thompson (1971)
%  7Zeno Vendler (1967) T!% linguistic term & L CTHWV TV %,
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%, WP D ‘previous mention’ & L THET AU TH S, LD,

1a’ I see a man. The man [whom I see] wears a hat.
D X 57t relativization 23 AIHET, Z o discourse MHHNITH D Z LRI hd, DL
w LT, ST restrictive relative clause @ function TH 5 Z L I hd, la ik 1a
DRI A KM (recoverability condition A%l /2 Sh2 D T) ShiKRTHL,

LA L, identifying S NV ERICIZEIH S higZ &23% s, Vendler D Z D4 O B R

T omission T - T deletion TIX/c WD THEFHDOFEEL L\, B2, RO

la” The man I see wears a hat.
Tix, BILRHEI7S identifying S & L CHBET 2 HF* 2 LO BB FE AL LD B R,
Vendler-Robbins** o B 3 Ti%, a+N 23 basic T relativization {2 X » T a (X the (I X 5 T
replace Th b, ZOAHT, HH Perlmutter 73 one (i a (n) O underlying form) 7% basic
T the DEKD one T EME B &\ 5 HUEFT T2 MK S h TX L, relativized N
75 a % preserve T % 7 A% uniqueness condition DEFMIC L » TRES hDH, Flz2iX

1b I knom a man. A man killed Kennedy.
1Y I know a man who killed Kennedy.

1b” 1 know the man who killed Kennedy.

1c I know a man. A man fought in Korea.
1¢” 1 know a man who fought in Korea.

1b T3 predicate verb kill 7% unique agent % presuppose T % DT 1b” 7ifibi, le TIX
fight 3% D X 5 IOBRHER L DT 1 T stop T2 LBH S h b2, —BIICEEIC S
DY 5 IEIREREYRET A LR THLWHETH A 5., 1 D a man DI the man
WS Z L WHRTAIETH DL, 1 234 < ungrammatical TH 7L\,

IV. L) Fi5@ado it speech @ function T - T, reference ORI L L TEDOAHM
BEaM S L NEMTHDL I LR ERTHLDOTH S, HMMIC syntactic 7237355 B IXHY]
AAAHE & B B, deep structure IZ %53 % surface structure O @i 6 &g, surface
structure & L TOEiAD AL, deep structure T—HEAYIC & H 2 Hh 5 grammatical rela-
tionships & (34 < BEALLDOTH %, AHHMcIk\Th, relativization L 5ad Doy filk 4
¢ irrelevant TH 5 & s> T\, T ZTid, surface strecuture IZ %6\~ C, a, the O [ iEH S
SUALTHLEERTRT EICL T, HEiNLiEH D presuppositions ® function & L TESR
ARETH D LM TEH LS,

* ‘previous mention’ & L THAET % identifying S 2R S h 2 HA W, HEENEXT 5 object # [
X FIAM X500 linguistic device TH - T, DA discourse OEFRE LT, BIXE
e LTREShTh, 0 B (speech function) XA LU TH %, =@ the i\ h i anaphoric
©# %, Robbins (1968) # £,

#**  Beverly L. Robbins (1968)
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IVi. Ppedicate NP
W % predicate S (Subj. NP-copula-pred. NP) (= s\~ T, predicate NP . L THwWH
N5 a+N, the+N % subject-NP iz v~ B b 854 & 1% speech function % Bz 35 & L1k
Bz gk~ 7238 b TH - T, non-referential TH %,

la My sister is a doctor.
Z @ non-referential NP (& ® —3f b @ relativization 23 [ TH 5,

la’” My sister is a doctor who took care of him.
1a” My sister is the doctor who took care of him.

la’ JEFEVFOKISMC b\ 2 2 L MR T 525, 1a” RADKAHE—DERETHDL Z L%
BT 5, BIREIIVT L FEE O assertion #FEHT., 2 1la” i, Z o4, EEBFK
i identifying S & U THWAEENH - T, ZOHEG 1a” 1% identity S Th 5, IErEEHE
mb la” KB EY Lo, la ot T KDL

1a”” My sister is the doctor.

BRI L TH - THRB LA EBNTH %25 1la ITLEIRMTH 5, predicate NP 73 non-
referential 7¢ Hik 084, ME—1k (uniqueness) DEIEN L XM B HEMIC DL TDFEHZ D
presupposition 2§t > T 1a’ 228\ ik La” BN LB R DD TH - T, relativization & i &
CIXEEDO B
IVii. Subject NP

D Z DRLIE reference # T 2 MM EHIC X o THRHEH X, Quine i ‘purely
referential position” & X A Tu~%, Bl%, referring expressions ® &\ B 5 D
ETHb,

2a  The doctor who cured him is my sister.
Z DT subject NP 73 non-referential 7cfi##i % 5% & & idicus,

2b  The doctor came to see me.
26" A doctor came to see me.

2b" @ ‘adoctor’ (XANE (indefinite) Tix7g\ s, M & T D Ak X3 % 5% O presupposition 73
a DFEROFHTH - T, §EFEHIT L - T a certain doctor TH 5, = DHEEL 2b @ definite
EXBIL T specific &5 HEERHGSB R TI W, Hiffio 1a ® a 1 non-specific TH 5, =
DIEH, WP % ‘verbs of propositional attitude’ (] x 1¥, want, look for c &) © HEE,
ik HRE 2+ @ referential positions 12 vy % a+N 25U Tl specific 7 non-specific
MZB L T indefinite TiXdH 5 A%, a O indefinite 7 LV, Z ORIBEDMBEIZ a+N,
the+N DWiEZE R HCHhDHE X, Pl
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2¢ I am looking for the girl who lives in that house.

2¢’ 1 am looking for a girl who lives in that house.
2¢ TiL, [ X F 2o the girl who lires in thothouse=Mary T#H % Z & H Gl T T EHR (sub-
stitution) ZAATEEAE A ORIENEL 5 %, 28 2¢ TIRFEBEOBEKEXLV, 2ciCidBDHDR
feusay, 20 ITiE—ED referent 2GEE D BE M FICIFET 57>, ROCRFELRCHIZHE S
< specific 8\ (% non-specific DR 5 (F BB D B, DD 2 &3 O3 R &
7B A L OMBETH S

XT, 2a LHELT,

2d A doctor who cured him is my sister.

X EEDRETH - T L ungrammatical TH 5, ik, A doctor - TIHE 5L, specific
tc a+N T# - T definite 7¢ predicate NP L (X7 L7c\ eh TH D, = DAL identity S
TH5,
% Subject NP 7% referential T % & & & W T8RS 5 a5\ Tis <, Perlmutter ¢z
F, BEF+4FATFRES R indefidite TH B, 1RO,
1 Everyone in the room speaks two languages.
1’ Two languages are spoken by everyone in the room.
2 Two languages are familiar to everyone in the room.
1 Cik twe langrages (YEEO “EHEAEWR TS, UV, 2 CTRBEED @R T, Hic Kiparsky-
Kiparsky 1= X hui¥, ®hid report 1%, 0 R o $FEM (factivity) B L TR 4R E (unspecified)
THBHH, KO
3 The UPI reported that Smith han arrived.
3’ That Smith had arrived was reported by the UPL
3 i, HELAMEXONBRRBETHSLELTVHERIMEX DR B, 3ICRZD L5 E
BRAAED bIg L,

IViii. Generic NP o —f#fH
subject NP (XRifio X 51z, definite 8\ X specific TH A7, < DIEIIT P B ge-
neric 7¢ HEENH 5,

3a A dog is faithful.
3a’ The dog is faithful.

3a i3 [2E# O presupposition] Ai7g\ 7% 32" IIXH B ICHFET S, Vendler (X 3a’ iz}
identifying S OFEXRD 5, Pl IERDIL,

3a” The animal which is a dog is faithful.

b 32 1LEb KA EHMT 5, =D higher genus D fF{E) D presupposition DHNET
BDLELI\, 3a 37k definite IsER %P 57,

3a” Mary keeps a dog. The dog is faithful.
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L727%» T, 3a’ (% definite 7> generic 7B L T TH 5,

3b A motor-car is a practical means of conveyance.

3b"  The motor-car is a practical means of conveyance.

COMANE AT VA HITH DA, KOYL

3¢ The motor-car has become very popular these days.
3¢’ *A motor-car has become very popular these days.

Tlx [35% D presupposition | 7237¢iFAUEIEL (B3¢) TH 5,

- W
= £ =

(%]

BB a, the Dy Eo parallelism #/R3 0l HF Tk,

3d  An American was expected to climb Mt. Everest. [Specific]

3d” An American was expected to climb Mt. Everest in those days. [generic]

3e A shephered approached. The shephered wore picturesque costume. [defi-
nite]

3¢’ A shephered approached. The shephered wore picturesque costume in those

days. [generic]
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