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1. Introduction

Whenpeopledevelopsomethingntendedasalargebroad-ceeragegrammaythey usuallyhave

amorespecificgoalin mind. Sometimeshis goalis coveringa corpus;sometimeshedevelop-

ershave theoreticaldeasthey wishto investigatemostoften,work is drivenby a combination
of thesetwo maintypesof goal. Whattendsto happerafterawhile is thatthe communityof

peopleworking with the grammarstartsthinking of somephenomenas*“central’, andmakes
seriouseffortsto dealwith them;otherphenomenarelabelled‘marginal”, andignored.Before
long,thedistinctionbetweerfcentral” and“marginal” becomesoingrainedhatit is automatic,
andpeoplevirtually stopthinkingaboutthe“marginal’ phenomenaln practice theonly wayto

bring themamginal thingsbackinto focusis to look atwhatotherpeoplearedoingandcompare
it with one’s own work.

In thispaperwewill taketwo largegrammarsXTAG andCLE, andexamineeachof themfrom

the others point of view. We will find in both caseshot only thatimportantthingsaremissing,
but that the perspectie offered by the othergrammarsuggestsimple and practicalways of

filling in the holes. It turnsout thatthereis a pleasingsymmetryto the picture. XTAG hasa

very goodtreatmenbf complemenstructure whichthe CLE to someextentlacks;cornversely

the CLE offersa powerful andgenerabccounpf adjunctswhichthe XTAG grammardoesnot

fully duplicate.If we examinetheway in which eachgrammardoesthethingit is goodat, we

find that the relevant methodsare quite easyto port to the otherframavork, andin fact only

involve generalizatiorandsystematizationf existing mechanisms.

The paperis structuredasfollows. Section2 presentsa very brief overview of the CLE and
XTAG grammars.In Section3, we describethe CLE grammarfrom the XTAG grammars

pointof view, following which Sectiord describeshe XTAG grammaifrom a CLE perspectie.

Section5 concludes.

2. An Overview of the XTAG and CLE Grammars

The CLE andXTAG grammardgor Englishareextensvely describeclsavhere(Pulman,1992;
TheXTAG-Group,1995),andthissectiorwill only presenthebriefestpossiblesummaryBoth
grammarsnake a seriousattemptto cover all major syntacticohenomenaf thelanguagethe
CLE grammaralsoassociategachsyntacticconstructiorwith a compositionakcope-freese-
manticsexpressedn QuasiLogical Form notation(vanEijck & Alshawi, 1992).In particular
bothgrammarsprovide goodcoverageof thefollowing:

NP structure: Pre-and post-nominaladjectval modification, postnominalmodification by
PPs,relatve clauses;ing and-ed VPs, comparatie and superlatve adjectves, possessis,



comple determinerscompoundnominals,time, dateand codeexpressionsnumbers,‘kind

of” NPs,determineandNBAR ellipsis,sententiaNPs,appositionconjunctionof NP,

Clausal structure: A large variety of verbtypes,includingintransitves,transitves,ditransi-
tives,copula,auxiliaries,modals,verbssubcatgorizing for PPs,particles,embeddedlauses,
raising and small clauseconstructionsand combinationsof the above; VP modificationby

PPs,verbal ADVPs, -ing VP, “to” VP declaratves,imperatve, WH-questionsandY-N ques-
tions;clefts; passves;sententiaADVPs;topicalizationnegation;embeddedjuestionsrelative

clausesgonjunction.

3. What XTAG TdlsUs About the CLE Grammar

Both grammarsareexplicitly lexicalizedin away thatmalkesit easyto defineawide variety of

typesof complemenstructure. The XTAG grammardefinescomplemenstructurethroughthe
very flexible andgeneraimechanisnof initial treescombinedwith theadjunctionoperatiorfor

introducingrecursion.Very briefly, eachinitial treedefinesonepossiblecomplemenstructure
for its head.Complementsanbespecifiedassubstitutiomnodeswith featuresconstraininghe
possibleconstituentshatcanbe substitutedn; alternatelythey canbe specifiedasadjunction
nodeswhich allow auxiliary treesto be adjoinedontothem.

CLE grammayin contrastdefinescomplemenstructurethroughrule schemasFor example,
theVP rule schemas of theform

VP — V:[subcat=COMPS] COMPS

theright handsideof which canbe glossedas“V whose<subcat- featurehasvalue COMPS,
followedby alist of constituentsvhich unify with COMPS”.Froma TAG perspectie, COMPS
is more or lessequialentto a list of substitutionnodes;thereis nothing correspondingo
adjunctionnodes. The CLE grammarcan get alongwithout the adjunctionoperation,which
is absolutelycentralto XTAG, becauset hasa powerful mechanisnfor handlinglong-range
dependenciebasedon the ideaof “gap-threading’(Pereira,1981; Karttunen,1986; Pulman,
1992).Fromthe XTAG pointof view, it is nonethelesshardto believe thatsubstitutiomnodes
ontheirown will be capableof modelinganequallybroadrangeof complemenstructures.

It doesindeedappeato bethecasehatcertaintypesof complementsparticularlythoserelated
to idioms andlight verbs,aredifficult to capturein the CLE framewvork whereaghereis an
obviousway to treatthesein XTAG. The mostcorvincing examplewe have identifiedso far
is the classof constructionsyery commonin English, involving a combinationof a verb, a
possessie, anda noun,for instanceshale one’s head closeone’s eyes shrugone’s shouldes,
take one’s time, haveones way. In all of theseconstructionsthe NP’s determinermustbe
a possesske pronounagreeingwith the verb, andit is in generalpossibleto modify the NP
(shale his pretty head shrugher powerfulshouldes, havehis silly way). It is obvious that
take one’s timeandhaveone’s way shouldbe treatedaslight verb constructionsandthereare
goodargumentgor modelingthelessobviouscasesuchasshale one’s head closeones eyes
andshrugone’s shouldes asidioms or light verbsaswell, ratherthanjust viewing themas
instanceof the generaltransitve verbsshale, closeor shrug. For instance, modelingthem
asidioms or light verbswould be an adwantagein the context of a transferbasedmachine
translationsystem. Few languagesxpresstheseconceptsin the sameway as Englisht and
a straightforward compositionakreatmentwill leadto seriouscomplicationsin definingthe
associatetransferrules.

for example closeone’s eyesis fermerlex yeuxin French(transitve verb+ definiteNP) andblundain Swedish
(intransitive verb)



Coding the constraintsneededto capturetheseconstructionsas idioms is unproblematian
XTAG: for exampletheinitial treefor have ones way will beroughlyof theform

NPo: [agr : <1>[] VP [agr : <3> (]

[agr : <2>]
/\

V[agr T <2> []] NP]_[]
[] []

| T

have D1 [ref : [agr : <1>]] NlH
|
way

Figurel: Initial Treefor have onesway

In the currentXTAG grammarthereis no possessi featureperse. In Figurel thedeterminer
is forcedto bea possessie pronounby constraininghodeD1'’s <ref> featureto have thesame
<agr> valuesasthe NPOandV. Sinceonly pronominaldeterminerdave the <ref> feature,
constrainingt ensureshatthe determineiis both pronominalandagreesvith the NPOsubject.
Noticethatbecaus¢he determineandthe nounof the NP complemenareleavesof thetree, it
Is trivial to stateconstrainton eitherof them.

The XTAG treatmentannotbeduplicateddirectly in the CLE frameawork, sincethe constraints
presentn the value of the <subcat- featureare unableto directly referencehe DET andN
nodesin the complementNP; they canonly accesghat NP’s maximalprojection. This means
that the featureson NPs mustbe suchthat the relevantinformationis percolatedup through
all NP modificationrules. Concretely the catggory NP needsa headfeaturewhich not only
specifieswhetherthe DET is a possessie, but also provides agreementnformation for that
possesske;thereis howeverno suchfeaturein the currentCLE grammarWe will returnto this
pointin thefinal section.

4. What the CLE TdlsUsAbout the XTAG Grammar

We now switchto looking at the XTAG grammarfrom the CLE’s point of view. Perhapghe
main strengthof the CLE grammatris its handlingof long-rangedependenciesyhich asal-



readynotedis implementedusing a gap-threadingnethod. XTAG’s main tools for dealing
with long-rangedependenciearethe ability to stateconstraintswithin anelementaryreeand
theadjunctionoperation.This worksvery well for somethings,in particularmostphenomena
involving movementof complementsthe basicideais to encodethe movementin a suitable
initial tree,andlet adjunctiontake careof therest.Nonetheless for someoneisedo theCLE'’s
designphilosophy it is intuitively implausiblethat all movementphenomena&anbe captured
in this way, and one expectsproblemswith movementof adjuncts. Onceagain, we looked
for a paradigmaticexampleof the problem;this time, the mostclearcut caseappeardo be
prepositiorstrandingn adjunctsasillustratedin sentencebk e which lake did you swimin?
The CLE’streatmenis fairly straightforward. The sentenceecevesthe phrase-structure

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

in whichtheemptyV constituents linkedto theinvertedmainverbdid, andtheemptyNP node
to thefrontedWH+ NP which lake. Featuresreusedto definebothkinds of movement.The
V is movedthroughthe VP feature<sat> (subject-auxiliaryinversion)down to theV gapin
themainVP. TheNPis movedfurther, usinga gap-threadingnechanismsuccessiely through
theinner S, the VP, andthe PR to endup coindexed with the NP gap. The mechanismsre
describedn moredetailin (Pulman,1992).

If we comparehe CLE accountwith thatprovidedby the XTAG grammayaninterestingooint
emeges. XTAG’s treatmentof inversionusesthe notion of “multi-componentadjunction”
which is implementedoy a featuremechanism.This featuremechanismgescribedn detail
in (Hockey & Srinivas,1993),forcestwo elementarytreesto actasa “tree set”™ by creatinga
featureclashwith theadjunctionof thefirst treethatis resohedby theadjunctionof thesecond.

Sy [displ—const D [set1 ]]

agr : <1>
inv : +
Vo [agr C<1> [:ﬂ S* agr : <2>
[agr : <2>[] NA |displ-const  : [set1 : +]

[inv : ]

Figure2: InvertedVerbAuxillary Tree

In the caseof inversionthetwo treesarethetreeanchoredy theinvertedverbshavnin Figure
2 andthetreeanchoredy theverb'straceshavn in Figure3.

Theadjunctionof eithertreeindividually creates featureclashbetweertop andbottomfeature
valuesof <displ.const> (“displacedconstituent”); however whenbothtreesareadjoinedthe
clashis resohed.



VP[]
agr : <1> []
displ-const [setl :<2>[]]

Viagr : <1> VP* [displ—const : [setl : ]]
displ-const  : [set1 : <2>] NA [ ]

[]

Figure3: VerbTraceAuxillary Tree

Thoughformally different, one can seethat the methodsusedby the two grammargo treat
subject-erbinversionare essentiallythe same andinvolve passinga featurethatlicenseshe
coindeing of the frontedmainV andtheV gap. This is the only type of adjunctmovement
permittedby the currentversionof the XTAG grammar SinceHockey and Srinivas (1993)
actuallydescribechow the sametreatmentcould easily be usedto accountfor othertypesof

movementwe needto considemwnhy this hasnotin factbeenimplemented.

Thereasorwhy it is nottrivial to extendthe currenttreatmento cover othertypesof movement
Is thatthe informationpassedy the <displ.const> featureis too coarse-grainedf saysthat
a constituenthasbeenmoved, but fails to specify either the type of constituentor the type
of movement. A minimal extensionof the currentframework to cover adjunctNP-mosement
casesvould openthe door to promiscuoudiller-gap associationgandthe acceptancef such
ungrammaticastringsasCan they goto t; in which the invertedverb canassociatesvith the
gapin the PPadjunctto ti. It is clearlynecessaryo constrairnthegrammarsoasto blockthese
andsimilarincorrectassociationsf fillers andgaps.

At thispoint,it is usefulto look atthedetailsof the CLE treatmentThe CLE grammausedea-
turesto threadgaps wherethe representationf the gapsarefeaturebundlesencodingamong
otherthings,the type of constituentbbeingmoved. This immediatelysuggest®nerefinement
to the XTAG account:if anew featureis addedwhich encodeshe cateyory of the movedcon-
stituent(call it <displ.cat>), thenthe worst typesof incorrectfiller-gap associationganbe
blocked. Unfortunatelythis onits own is notenoughsincewe have to take accounwf the fact
thata constituentancontainmorethanonegap. The CLE grammaraddressethis problemby
letting the gapfeaturedelist-valued.

It is not clearthat the CLE approachcan be importeddirectly into XTAG; given the rather
differentway in which the two grammardhreadfeaturesthe CLE’s list-valuedgap-threading
mechanisms hardto combinewith the TAG adjunctionoperatoy which the CLE grammar
lacks. Thereis however a straightforward solution. Sincethereareonly a very smallnumber
of differenttypesof movementin Englishthat caninvolve adjuncts,it is possibleto usea



separateetof featurego mediateeachtype. Specifically we needfour setsof featureswhich
respectrely cover verb movement,WH-movementand topicalization,tough movementand
right extraposition.(It is possiblethatpassvizationformsafifth class(Pulman,1987)).
Thereis nothinglinguistically oddabouttheideaof threadingdifferenttypesof movementsep-
arately It is obviousthat subject-erbinversion,WH-movementandright extrapositionhave
differentconstraintsandin mostcasesoperateon differenttypesof constituents.In factthe
CLE grammarhandlessubject-erb inversionand WH-movementthrough different features
and doesnot cover right extraposition. It doeshowever handle WH-movementand tough-
movementthroughthe sameset of featuresso the interestingquestionis whetherthesetwo
shouldbe meged. The mostcomplex aspectof the CLE methodare motivatedby examples
of doubleextractionsinvolving both WH-movementandtough movement. The main consid-
erationis to enforcethe no-crossinglependenciefNCD) constraintasillustratedby the well
known “sonatasentencesbelow; we wantto allow (2) andblock (3).

(2) Whichviolin; arethesesonataghardto playt; ont;?
(3) *Which sonatasgis this violin; hardto playt; ont;?

This providesthe mainjustificationfor usinglist asopposedo setvaluedfeaturego implement
gapthreading(Pulmanl1992,pp 71-73). Althougha detaileddiscussiorof the NCD constraint
IS beyond the scopeof this paper it is clearthatit appliesmorestronglyto extractionsfrom
complementshanto extractionfrom adjunct$. Sincethegapthreadingnechanisnwouldonly
be usedby the XTAG grammarfor adjunctsthe critical examplesarethosethatinvolve dou-
ble extractionfrom adjunctpositions. Examplesof this kind arefirst of all very rare,andit is
notatall clearthatthe NCD constraintholdsfor them. For instanceexample(4) which breaks
theconstrainseemsf anythingmorenaturatthantheversionwith nocrossingextractionsn (5)

(4) Whicharticles aremer; mostfun to shopfor t; with t;?
(5) Whicharticles aremer; mostfun to shopwith t; for t;?

To sumup, it seemdair to saythattheideaof usingseparatéeatureso threadWH-movement
gapsandtoughmovementgapsis at leastno worsethanthe CLE’s list-valuedschemewhich
meigestheminto a singlesetof features.Our overall conclusionis thatthe treatmentve have
sketchedabove representafully viableapproacho adaptinghe CLE gapthreadingreatment
to the problemof handlingadjunctextractionsin XTAG.

5. Summary and Conclusions

Looking at the examplesin Sections3 and4, we seea commonpattern. In eachcase,one
grammarcando the job; the other one almostgetsthere, but falls over at the last moment.
Intuitively, onefeelsthatthe problemis in neithercasempossibleto solve.

Let usfirst look at the examplewith have one’s way from Section3. As noted,the CLE could
dealwith this kind of constructionif NPsjust hadthe right headfeatures. The reasonthese
featuresarent presenis not particularlydeep;no onesav a needfor them,sothey werenever
putin. Sincethey have to betrailedthrougha large numberof rulesinvolving NPs, the effort

neededo addthemis non-trivial, andwithout a concretereasorno attackthe problemthings
stayedasthey were. It would however be quite easy in principle, to make a careful study
of the typesof featuresneededo cover the constructionsvhich the XTAG grammarcandeal

2We would like to thank Bob Levine for insightful discussionon this and other pointsrelatingto the NCD
constraint.



with. If all of thesefeatureswere addedat once,usingsensiblemacroinvocationsto do the
threading,the work requiredwould not in fact be very frightening. Whatis more, properly
designednacroswould make it easyto addnew headfeaturesasandwhenthey werefoundto
benecessaryThebiggeststepto take is notingthatthereis a problem,andmakingthedecision
to do somethingaboutit.

The difficulties involving movementof adjunctsdiscussedn Section4 are lesstrivial, but
nonethelesquitesoluble. Thoughtheseproblemshave beenrecognizedor sometime andsug-
gestiongnadeabouthow to provide the necessarpdditionalconstrainin the XTAG grammay
a systemfor doingthis hasnot beenimplemented.As far aswe cansee,the real explanation
IS onceagaina combinationof softwareengineeringconsiderationsndresearctsociology:a
vaguefeelingthatthe solutionwascomple« andinelegant,andwould involve moreeffort that
would be justifiedto cover a setof “marginal” phenomenaln actualfact,a comparisorwith
the CLE grammarcorvincesus thatthe XTAG groupwaswrongon all counts. The solution
appeardairly principled,andis not very hardto implement;andthe phenomenan question,
farfrom beingmarginal, areatleastascentralasmary of thosealreadycovered.

To summarizewe have comparedhe CLE and XTAG grammarsandfound someimportant
andnon-trivial problems. The CLE is unableto duplicatesomeof the complemenstructure
phenomenaandledby XTAG, andthis appearso bedueto aninsuficiently detailedmodeling
of headfeatures. Corversely XTAG is unableto encodesometypesof constructsanvolving
adjunctsandmovement,andwe have suggestedhatthe CLE’s gap-threadingreatmentould
beadaptedo aimplementamoregeneralersionof multi-componenadjunction.However, we
think therealmoralof the papernis muchmorefundamentalif peopledevelopingbig grammars
wantto make seriougprogressit wouldbein everyonesinteresto carryoutthiskind of detailed
comparisormoreregularly! We hopethatour remarkswill encouragetherresearcherto do
so.

6. References

References

HOCKEY B. A. & SRINIVAS B. (1993). Feature-basethgin placeof multi-componen@&djunction:
Computationalmplications. In Proceedingf the Natural Languaye ProcessingPacific Rim Sympo-
sium FukuokaJapan.

KARTTUNEN L. (1986). D-patr: A developmentervironmentfor unification-basegrammars.in Pro-
ceedingof the EleventhinternationalConfeenceon ComputationalLinguistics

PEREIRA F. C. N. (1981). Extrapositiorgrammars ComputationalLinguistics 7, 243—-256.

PULMAN S. G. (1987). Passves. In Proceedingof the 3rd Meetingof the EuropeanChapterof the
Associatiorfor ComputationaLinguistics

PULMAN S. G. (1992). Unification-basedyntacticanalysis.In H. ALsHAwI, Ed., TheCore Languae
Engine MIT Press.

THE XTAG-GRouUP (1995). A Lexicalized Tree-Adjoining Grammar for English Tech-
nical Report IRCS 95-03, University of Pennsylania. Updated version available at:
http://wwwcis.upenn.edu/xtagitechreport.html.

VAN ElJck J. & ALsHAWI H. (1992). Logical Forms. In H. ALsHAwI, Ed., The Core Languae
Engine MIT Press.



