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1. Introduction
Whenpeopledevelopsomethingintendedasalargebroad-coveragegrammar, they usuallyhave
amorespecificgoalin mind. Sometimesthisgoalis coveringacorpus;sometimesthedevelop-
ershave theoreticalideasthey wish to investigate;mostoften,work is drivenby acombination
of thesetwo main typesof goal. What tendsto happenaftera while is that thecommunityof
peopleworking with thegrammarstartsthinking of somephenomenaas“central”, andmakes
seriouseffortsto dealwith them;otherphenomenaarelabelled“marginal”, andignored.Before
long,thedistinctionbetween“central”and“marginal” becomessoingrainedthatit isautomatic,
andpeoplevirtually stopthinkingaboutthe“marginal” phenomena.In practice,theonly wayto
bringthemarginal thingsbackinto focusis to look atwhatotherpeoplearedoingandcompare
it with one’sown work.
In thispaper, wewill taketwo largegrammars,XTAG andCLE,andexamineeachof themfrom
theother’s pointof view. We will find in bothcasesnot only thatimportantthingsaremissing,
but that the perspective offeredby the othergrammarsuggestssimpleandpracticalwaysof
filling in theholes. It turnsout that thereis a pleasingsymmetryto thepicture. XTAG hasa
verygoodtreatmentof complementstructure,which theCLE to someextentlacks;conversely,
theCLE offersapowerful andgeneralaccountof adjuncts,whichtheXTAG grammardoesnot
fully duplicate.If we examinetheway in which eachgrammardoesthething it is goodat,we
find that the relevant methodsarequite easyto port to the otherframework, andin fact only
involvegeneralizationandsystematizationof existingmechanisms.
The paperis structuredasfollows. Section2 presentsa very brief overview of the CLE and
XTAG grammars. In Section3, we describethe CLE grammarfrom the XTAG grammar’s
pointof view, followingwhichSection4 describestheXTAG grammarfrom aCLEperspective.
Section5 concludes.

2. An Overview of the XTAG and CLE Grammars
TheCLE andXTAG grammarsfor Englishareextensively describedelsewhere(Pulman,1992;
TheXTAG-Group,1995),andthissectionwill onlypresentthebriefestpossiblesummary. Both
grammarsmake a seriousattemptto cover all majorsyntacticphenomenaof thelanguage;the
CLE grammaralsoassociateseachsyntacticconstructionwith a compositionalscope-freese-
manticsexpressedin QuasiLogical Form notation(vanEijck & Alshawi, 1992). In particular,
bothgrammarsprovidegoodcoverageof thefollowing:

NP structure: Pre- and post-nominaladjectival modification,postnominalmodificationby
PPs,relative clauses,-ing and-ed VPs, comparative andsuperlative adjectives,possessives,



complex determiners,compoundnominals,time, dateandcodeexpressions,numbers,“kind
of” NPs,determinerandNBAR ellipsis,sententialNPs,apposition,conjunctionof NP.
Clausal structure: A largevarietyof verb types,including intransitives,transitives,ditransi-
tives,copula,auxiliaries,modals,verbssubcategorizingfor PPs,particles,embeddedclauses,
raising and small clauseconstructions,and combinationsof the above; VP modificationby
PPs,verbalADVPs, -ing VP, “to” VP declaratives,imperative, WH-questionsandY-N ques-
tions;clefts;passives;sententialADVPs;topicalization;negation;embeddedquestions;relative
clauses;conjunction.

3. What XTAG Tells Us About the CLE Grammar
Bothgrammarsareexplicitly lexicalizedin away thatmakesit easyto definea widevarietyof
typesof complementstructure.TheXTAG grammardefinescomplementstructurethroughthe
veryflexible andgeneralmechanismof initial treescombinedwith theadjunctionoperationfor
introducingrecursion.Very briefly, eachinitial treedefinesonepossiblecomplementstructure
for its head.Complementscanbespecifiedassubstitutionnodes,with featuresconstrainingthe
possibleconstituentsthatcanbesubstitutedin; alternately, they canbespecifiedasadjunction
nodes,whichallow auxiliary treesto beadjoinedontothem.
CLE grammar, in contrast,definescomplementstructurethroughrule schemas.For example,
theVP ruleschemais of theform

VP � V:[subcat=COMPS]
�
COMPS

theright handsideof whichcanbeglossedas“V whose� subcat� featurehasvalueCOMPS,
followedby alist of constituentswhichunify with COMPS”.FromaTAG perspective,COMPS
is more or lessequivalent to a list of substitutionnodes;there is nothing correspondingto
adjunctionnodes.The CLE grammarcanget alongwithout the adjunctionoperation,which
is absolutelycentralto XTAG, becauseit hasa powerful mechanismfor handlinglong-range
dependenciesbasedon the ideaof “gap-threading”(Pereira,1981;Karttunen,1986;Pulman,
1992).FromtheXTAG pointof view, it is nonethelesshardto believe thatsubstitutionnodes
on theirown will becapableof modelinganequallybroadrangeof complementstructures.
It doesindeedappearto bethecasethatcertaintypesof complements,particularlythoserelated
to idioms andlight verbs,aredifficult to capturein the CLE framework whereasthereis an
obviousway to treatthesein XTAG. The mostconvincing examplewe have identifiedso far
is the classof constructions,very commonin English, involving a combinationof a verb, a
possessive,anda noun,for instanceshake one’s head, closeone’s eyes, shrugone’s shoulders,
take one’s time, haveone’s way. In all of theseconstructions,the NP’s determinermustbe
a possessive pronounagreeingwith the verb, and it is in generalpossibleto modify the NP
(shake his pretty head, shrugher powerfulshoulders, havehis silly way). It is obvious that
take one’s timeandhaveone’s wayshouldbetreatedaslight verbconstructionsandthereare
goodargumentsfor modelingthelessobviouscasessuchasshakeone’s head, closeone’s eyes
andshrugone’s shoulders as idioms or light verbsaswell, ratherthan just viewing themas
instancesof the generaltransitive verbsshake, closeor shrug. For instance,modelingthem
as idioms or light verbswould be an advantagein the context of a transfer-basedmachine
translationsystem. Few languagesexpresstheseconceptsin the sameway asEnglish1 and
a straightforward compositionaltreatmentwill leadto seriouscomplicationsin definingthe
associatedtransferrules.

1for example,closeone’seyesis fermerlex yeuxin French(transitiveverb+ definiteNP)andblundain Swedish
(intransitiveverb)



Coding the constraintsneededto capturetheseconstructionsas idioms is unproblematicin
XTAG: for exampletheinitial treefor haveone’s waywill beroughlyof theform

S r
agr : <3>

NP 0↓ agr : <1> VP agr : <3>

agr : <2>

V agr : <2>

have

NP 1

D1↓ ref : agr : <1> N1

way

Figure1: Initial Treefor haveone’sway

In thecurrentXTAG grammarthereis no possessive featureperse.In Figure1 thedeterminer
is forcedto beapossessivepronounby constrainingnodeD1’s � ref � featureto have thesame

� agr� valuesasthe NP0 andV. Sinceonly pronominaldeterminershave the � ref � feature,
constrainingit ensuresthatthedetermineris bothpronominalandagreeswith theNP0subject.
Noticethatbecausethedeterminerandthenounof theNPcomplementareleavesof thetree,it
is trivial to stateconstraintsoneitherof them.
TheXTAG treatmentcannotbeduplicateddirectly in theCLE framework, sincetheconstraints
presentin the valueof the � subcat� featureareunableto directly referencethe DET andN
nodesin thecomplementNP; they canonly accessthatNP’s maximalprojection.This means
that the featureson NPsmustbe suchthat the relevant informationis percolatedup through
all NP modificationrules. Concretely, the category NP needsa headfeaturewhich not only
specifieswhetherthe DET is a possessive, but alsoprovidesagreementinformation for that
possessive;thereis howevernosuchfeaturein thecurrentCLE grammar. Wewill returnto this
point in thefinal section.

4. What the CLE Tells Us About the XTAG Grammar
We now switch to looking at the XTAG grammarfrom the CLE’s point of view. Perhapsthe
main strengthof the CLE grammaris its handlingof long-rangedependencies,which asal-



readynotedis implementedusing a gap-threadingmethod. XTAG’s main tools for dealing
with long-rangedependenciesaretheability to stateconstraintswithin anelementarytreeand
theadjunctionoperation.This worksvery well for somethings,in particularmostphenomena
involving movementof complements;the basicideais to encodethe movementin a suitable
initial tree,andlet adjunctiontakecareof therest.Nonetheless,for someoneusedto theCLE’s
designphilosophy, it is intuitively implausiblethatall movementphenomenacanbecaptured
in this way, and oneexpectsproblemswith movementof adjuncts. Onceagain,we looked
for a paradigmaticexampleof the problem; this time, the mostclear-cut caseappearsto be
prepositionstrandingin adjuncts,asillustratedin sentenceslikewhich lakedid youswim in?
TheCLE’s treatmentis fairly straightforward.Thesentencereceivesthephrase-structure

(1) [S [NP which lake]� [S did� you [VP [V t � ] [VP swim] [PPin [NP t� ]]]]]

in whichtheemptyV constituentis linkedto theinvertedmainverbdid,andtheemptyNPnode
to thefrontedWH+ NP which lake. Featuresareusedto definebothkindsof movement.The
V is movedthroughthe VP feature � sai� (subject-auxiliaryinversion)down to the V gapin
themainVP. TheNPis movedfurther, usingagap-threadingmechanism,successively through
the inner S, the VP, andthe PP, to endup coindexed with the NP gap. The mechanismsare
describedin moredetail in (Pulman,1992).
If wecomparetheCLE accountwith thatprovidedby theXTAG grammar, aninterestingpoint
emerges. XTAG’s treatmentof inversionusesthe notion of “multi-componentadjunction”
which is implementedby a featuremechanism.This featuremechanism,describedin detail
in (Hockey & Srinivas,1993),forcestwo elementarytreesto actasa “tree set”” by creatinga
featureclashwith theadjunctionof thefirst treethatis resolvedby theadjunctionof thesecond.

S r displ-const : set1 : -

agr : <1>
inv : +

V◊ agr : <1>

agr : <2>

S *

NA

agr : <2>
displ-const : set1 : +

inv : -

Figure2: InvertedVerbAuxillary Tree

In thecaseof inversionthetwo treesarethetreeanchoredby theinvertedverbshown in Figure
2 andthetreeanchoredby theverb’s traceshown in Figure3.
Theadjunctionof eithertreeindividually createsafeatureclashbetweentopandbottomfeature
valuesof � displ const� (“displacedconstituent”); however whenbothtreesareadjoinedthe
clashis resolved.



VPr
agr : <1>
displ-const : set1 : <2>

V agr : <1>
displ-const : set1 : <2>

ε

VP*

NA

displ-const : set1 : -

Figure3: VerbTraceAuxillary Tree

Thoughformally different,onecanseethat the methodsusedby the two grammarsto treat
subject-verbinversionareessentiallythesame,andinvolve passinga featurethat licensesthe
coindexing of the frontedmain V andthe V gap. This is the only type of adjunctmovement
permittedby the currentversionof the XTAG grammar. SinceHockey andSrinivas(1993)
actuallydescribedhow the sametreatmentcould easilybe usedto accountfor othertypesof
movement,weneedto considerwhy thishasnot in factbeenimplemented.

Thereasonwhy it is nottrivial to extendthecurrenttreatmentto coverothertypesof movement
is that the informationpassedby the � displ const� featureis too coarse-grained;it saysthat
a constituenthasbeenmoved, but fails to specify either the type of constituentor the type
of movement.A minimal extensionof thecurrentframework to cover adjunctNP-movement
caseswould openthe door to promiscuousfiller-gapassociationsandthe acceptanceof such
ungrammaticalstringsasCan� they go to t � in which the invertedverbcanassociateswith the
gapin thePPadjunctto ti. It is clearlynecessaryto constrainthegrammarsoasto block these
andsimilar incorrectassociationsof fillers andgaps.

At thispoint,it is usefulto look atthedetailsof theCLE treatment.TheCLE grammarusesfea-
turesto threadgaps,wheretherepresentationof thegapsarefeaturebundlesencoding,among
otherthings,the type of constituentbeingmoved. This immediatelysuggestsonerefinement
to theXTAG account:if a new featureis addedwhich encodesthecategory of themovedcon-
stituent(call it � displ cat� ), then the worst typesof incorrectfiller-gapassociationscanbe
blocked. Unfortunately, this on its own is not enoughsincewe have to take accountof thefact
thataconstituentcancontainmorethanonegap.TheCLE grammaraddressesthisproblemby
letting thegapfeaturesbelist-valued.

It is not clear that the CLE approachcanbe importeddirectly into XTAG; given the rather
differentway in which thetwo grammarsthreadfeatures,theCLE’s list-valuedgap-threading
mechanismis hard to combinewith the TAG adjunctionoperator, which the CLE grammar
lacks. Thereis however a straightforwardsolution. Sincethereareonly a very smallnumber
of different typesof movementin English that can involve adjuncts,it is possibleto usea



separatesetof featuresto mediateeachtype.Specifically, we needfour setsof features,which
respectively cover verb movement,WH-movementand topicalization,tough movementand
right extraposition.(It is possiblethatpassivizationformsafifth class(Pulman,1987)).
Thereis nothinglinguisticallyoddabouttheideaof threadingdifferenttypesof movementsep-
arately. It is obvious that subject-verb inversion,WH-movementandright extrapositionhave
differentconstraintsandin mostcasesoperateon differenttypesof constituents.In fact the
CLE grammarhandlessubject-verb inversionand WH-movementthroughdifferent features
and doesnot cover right extraposition. It doeshowever handleWH-movementand tough-
movementthroughthe samesetof features,so the interestingquestionis whetherthesetwo
shouldbemerged. Themostcomplex aspectsof theCLE methodaremotivatedby examples
of doubleextractionsinvolving bothWH-movementandtoughmovement.Themainconsid-
erationis to enforcetheno-crossingdependencies(NCD) constraintasillustratedby thewell
known “sonatasentences”below; wewantto allow (2) andblock (3).

(2) Whichviolin � arethesesonatas� hardto play t� on t � ?
(3) *Which sonatas� is thisviolin � hardto play t � on t� ?

Thisprovidesthemainjustificationfor usinglist asopposedto setvaluedfeaturesto implement
gapthreading(Pulman1992,pp 71-73).Althougha detaileddiscussionof theNCD constraint
is beyond the scopeof this paper, it is clearthat it appliesmorestronglyto extractionsfrom
complementsthanto extractionfrom adjuncts2. Sincethegapthreadingmechanismwouldonly
beusedby theXTAG grammarfor adjuncts,thecritical examplesarethosethat involve dou-
ble extractionfrom adjunctpositions.Examplesof this kind arefirst of all very rare,andit is
not at all clearthattheNCD constraintholdsfor them.For instanceexample(4) which breaks
theconstraintseemsif anythingmorenaturalthantheversionwith nocrossingextractionsin (5)

(4) Whicharticles� aremen� mostfun to shopfor t � with t� ?
(5) Whicharticles� aremen� mostfun to shopwith t� for t � ?

To sumup, it seemsfair to saythattheideaof usingseparatefeaturesto threadWH-movement
gapsandtoughmovementgapsis at leastno worsethantheCLE’s list-valuedscheme,which
mergestheminto a singlesetof features.Our overall conclusionis that thetreatmentwe have
sketchedaboverepresentsa fully viableapproachto adaptingtheCLE gapthreadingtreatment
to theproblemof handlingadjunctextractionsin XTAG.

5. Summary and Conclusions
Looking at the examplesin Sections3 and4, we seea commonpattern. In eachcase,one
grammarcando the job; the otherone almostgetsthere,but falls over at the last moment.
Intuitively, onefeelsthattheproblemis in neithercaseimpossibleto solve.
Let usfirst look at theexamplewith have one’s way from Section3. As noted,theCLE could
dealwith this kind of constructionif NPsjust hadthe right headfeatures.The reasonthese
featuresaren’t presentis not particularlydeep;no onesaw a needfor them,sothey werenever
put in. Sincethey have to betrailedthrougha largenumberof rulesinvolving NPs,theeffort
neededto addthemis non-trivial, andwithout a concretereasonto attackthe problemthings
stayedas they were. It would however be quite easy, in principle, to make a careful study
of the typesof featuresneededto cover theconstructionswhich theXTAG grammarcandeal

2We would like to thankBob Levine for insightful discussionon this andotherpoints relating to the NCD
constraint.



with. If all of thesefeatureswereaddedat once,usingsensiblemacroinvocationsto do the
threading,the work requiredwould not in fact be very frightening. What is more,properly
designedmacroswould make it easyto addnew headfeaturesasandwhenthey werefoundto
benecessary. Thebiggeststepto take is notingthatthereis aproblem,andmakingthedecision
to dosomethingaboutit.
The difficulties involving movementof adjunctsdiscussedin Section4 are lesstrivial, but
nonethelessquitesoluble.Thoughtheseproblemshavebeenrecognizedfor sometimeandsug-
gestionsmadeabouthow to provide thenecessaryadditionalconstraintin theXTAG grammar,
a systemfor doing this hasnot beenimplemented.As far aswe cansee,the realexplanation
is onceagaina combinationof softwareengineeringconsiderationsandresearchsociology:a
vaguefeelingthat thesolutionwascomplex andinelegant,andwould involve moreeffort that
would be justified to cover a setof “marginal” phenomena.In actualfact,a comparisonwith
the CLE grammarconvincesus that the XTAG groupwaswrongon all counts.Thesolution
appearsfairly principled,andis not very hardto implement;andthe phenomenain question,
far from beingmarginal,areat leastascentralasmany of thosealreadycovered.
To summarize,we have comparedtheCLE andXTAG grammars,andfoundsomeimportant
andnon-trivial problems.The CLE is unableto duplicatesomeof the complementstructure
phenomenahandledby XTAG,andthisappearsto bedueto aninsufficiently detailedmodeling
of headfeatures.Conversely, XTAG is unableto encodesometypesof constructsinvolving
adjunctsandmovement,andwe have suggestedthat theCLE’s gap-threadingtreatmentcould
beadaptedto aimplementamoregeneralversionof multi-componentadjunction.However, we
think therealmoralof thepaperis muchmorefundamental:if peopledevelopingbig grammars
wanttomakeseriousprogress,it wouldbein everyone’sinteresttocarryoutthiskindof detailed
comparisonmoreregularly! We hopethatour remarkswill encourageotherresearchersto do
so.
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