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Chapter 7

Summary

This dissertation consists of two parts, one on degree phrases and one on result

clauses. Sentence (1) below exemplifies a result clause construction:

(1) Zij had zo mooi gezongen dat het publiek er stil van was

she has so beautifully sang that the audience there silent of was

`She had sung so beautifully that the audience was still quiet afterwards'

Chapters 2 considers the status of a degree phrase adverbial in linguistic theory.

The question addressed there is whether degree phrase adverbials are best

analyzed as adjuncts or as specifiers. Though the structural status of adjuncts and

specifiers is the same in the programme I adopt (cf. Kayne 1994, Hoekstra 1991),

specifiers differ from other adjoined phrases in that they have an agreement

relationship with the head of the projection they are adjoined to. The presence or

absence of such an agreement relationship leads to different hypotheses and

conclusions. After comparing the two viewpoints, I conclude that degree phrases

functioning as modifiers are best analyzed as adjuncts.

Having decided on the structural status of degree phrases that function as

modifiers, I discus their internal structure in chapter 3. This discussion starts with

an interesting set of data provided by Corver (1994, 1997). After presenting

Corver's interpretation of these data, in which he assumes a quantifier projection

in between a degree head and the adjectival projection it selects, I argue that his

interpretation is partially incorrect. Corver proposes to consider more, less, most

and least as heads of the quantifier phrase. The same quantifier phrase would be

present in a degree phrase like too beautiful, where it can be spelled out as much

in examples of so-pronominalization: so much so. However, Corver's assumptions

yield a number of incorrect predictions. Instead, I show that more, less, most and

least are composite forms, consisting of an adjectival quantifer like much or little

and a degree head (the comparative morpheme -er or superlative morpheme -st).
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This implies that more etc. are full degree phrases, that may adjoin to (for instance)

other degree phrases or prepositional phrases (cf. Doetjes, Neeleman & Van der

Koot 1998 as well). Similarly, degree heads like so, too or as can combine with

much to form a full degree phrase that may adjoin to a phrase it modifies. This

explains Corver's (1994, 1997) observation that these degree heads do not occur

on their own in environments other than adjectival projections, whereas more etc.

do allow for a number of other syntactic environments. Rather, more etc. has the

same distribution as too much (instead of too by itself). Analyzing more as a

degree phrase, just like too much is a degree phrase, neatly accounts for their

similar distribution. I conclude that there is no quantifier projection that intervenes

between a degree head and its complement, contra Corver's (1994, 1997) analysis.

Chapter 4 opens the second part of the dissertation, which concerns the

analysis of the structural configuration of sentences with a result clause. In

chapter 4 I present previous analyses of result clause constructions. I argue that

a result clause is not generated inside the projection of the degree phrase it is

associated with. Instead, I propose an analysis of result clause constructions in

chapter 5 that generates the result clause in the (usually sentence-final) position

that we observe. The analysis originates in the analysis (due to Jan Koster) that

coordination and relative clauses show similar behaviour in several configurations.

The observation that result clause constructions and comparatives also share

these similarities provides firm support for the claim that these constructions all

share the same structural configuration, viz. a conjunction phrase:

(21) ConjP

[...[  zo AP]...] ConjPdegp

Conj [dat...]0

:

The conjunction phrase provides a structure that allows for a straightforward

analysis of several properties that the four constructions at issue have in common.

A result clause appears to be conjoined with the matrix clause or with a part of the

matrix clause. That is to say, the specifier of the conjunction phrase in (2) can be

the matrix clause or part of the matrix clause. The latter assumption is corroborated

by topicalization data in which the conjunction phrase as a whole is topicalized.
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In addition, the conjunction analysis yields predictions with respect to the

availability of verb-second main clause word order in Frisian result clauses (cf.

chapter 6). Note that the availability of main clause properties in Frisian result

clause is not straightforward in an extraposition analysis of result clauses: the

availability of root properties in result clauses was noted to be an exception among

adjunct clauses by for instance Zwart (1997a). The conjunction analysis of result

clause constructions provides an account of why result clauses can have verb

second word order, whereas adjunct clauses cannot: result clauses are not

adjuncts, but conjuncts. Whenever a result clause is conjoined with the matrix

clause, it can have verb second, which is the word order of root clauses. Whenever

a result clause is arguably conjoined with part of the matrix clause, or with a

subordinate clause, verb second word order is ungrammatical. Apparently,

conjunction with a matrix clause provides the result clause with matrix clause

status. This makes sense in a conjunction analysis, because two coordinated main

clauses share the same configuration as a result clause that is conjoined with the

matrix clause.

In sum, the conjunction analysis of result clauses is very well supported.

Additionally, the analysis obeys the constraints of Kayne's (1994) program of the

antisymmetry of syntax. Therefore, it also provides support for Kayne's programme.

7.1 Conclusion

1 there is no intermediary quantifier phrase in a degree phrase like te mooi

`too beautiful';

2 result clauses are conjoined with the matrix clause or with a part thereof.


