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0.Introduction

Inthispaper,wetakeupthediachronicdevelopmentofnominalstructuresinthehistoryof

English,puttingafocusontheemergenceofarticles.Therearetwoaimsofthispaper.Thefirst

aimistoshowthattheEnglishdeterminersystem（DP）isasyntacticnecessityandappearedas

suchintheMiddleEnglishperiod.Indoingso,Ialsoshowthat,giventhenon-universalityof

functionalcategories（Gelderen1993）,Fukui（1995）,Thr�ainsson（1996）Osawa（2003）andOsawa

（2009）,theviewthatthesamefunctionalcategoriesshouldexistinalllanguagesatanystageof

theirdevelopmentisnotalwayscorrect.Rather,itwouldbebettertotakeaflexibleviewonthe

languagedevelopmentandonfunctionalcategories:

（1） Languagevariationisduetodifferencesinthedegreetowhichfunctionalfeaturesare

codifiedasgrammaticalcategories,i.e.,whethertheyareupgradedtofunctionalcate-

gorieswhichhavetheirownprojectionintheclausestructureandifso,whichfeatures

areupgraded. （Osawa2003:4）

ThesecondaimistoshowthatthedifficultyoftheEnglisharticlesystemisascribedtoits
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ThispaperdiscussesthediachronicdevelopmentofnominalstructuresofEnglish.Iarguethata

functionalDsystem wasabsentinearlierEnglishlikeOldEnglishandaDsystem emergedlaterin

Englishasasyntacticdevicetocompensateforthelossofmorphologicalcase.ThesyntacticDPisa

newcomertotheEnglishlanguage.ThefunctionofaDisidentifyingthereferentialityofanominal

andchangingitintoanargument.However,thisfunctionisnotalwaystakencareofbyaD.Without

aD,morphologicalcasecandothesametask.InOldEnglish,morphologicalcaseattachedtonominals

couldchangethemintoarguments.Asaresultofthedemiseofmorphologicalcasedistinctions,this

devicebecameunavailable.SubsequentlyafunctionalD-systemhasdevelopedtodothesamejobin

English.ThePresent-dayEnglishDPisasyntacticnecessityandappearedassuchintheMiddle

Englishperiod.

ADsystembelongstofunctionalcategorieswhosefunctionisgrammaticalratherthansemantic.

ThiscausesthedifficultyoflanguagelearningforJapaneselearnersofEnglish.Itisverydifficultfor

JapaneselearnerstounderstandaDsystem.ThesemanticcontributionofaDsystemissecondaryand

then,itisnoteasyforlanguagelearners,sincelanguagelearnersandchildrenaremoredependenton

semanticcues.ThedifficultyofaDsystemisinherentinitsnature.
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historicaldevelopmentwhichismentionedaboveanditsnatureasafunctionalcategory.Itis

oftensaidthatoneofthemostdifficultproblemsforJapaneselearnersisthecorrectuseofthe

Englisharticlesa/anandthe.Aswewillseelaterinthispaper,inastudyofgrammaticalerrors

madebyJapanesestudents,thearticleusehadahigherpercentageofmistakesthananyother

grammaticalcategory（Kimizuka1967）.Itwouldbebettertopointoutthatitisnotalwaysthe

faultofJapaneselearners,buttheEnglisharticlesystem,orratheradeterminersystemhassome

problems.Concerningthis,L1interferencewillbediscussedfromadifferentviewpoint.

Theoutlineofthispaperisthefollowing:thefirstchapterdescribeshowdifficultitisfor

JapaneselearnerstouseEnglisharticlescorrectly.Thesecondchapterdealswiththehistorical

factstoshowthattherewasnodeterminersysteminOldEnglishandthesystememergedlater

intheMiddleEnglishperiod.Thethirdchapterarguesthenatureofadeterminersystem or

ratherafunctionalcategoryingeneralinPresent-dayEnglish.

ThefourthchaptertakesuptheJapaneselanguageanddiscussesthedifferencesbetween

EnglishandJapanese,whichmayaffectJapaneselearners・acquisitionofEnglish.Finally,we

concludethediscussionofthispaper.

1.Japaneselearners

AsSwan（1980:§63）says,thecorrectuseofthearticles（a/anandthe）isoneofthemost

difficultpointsinEnglishgrammar.Indeed,theEnglisharticles,bothdefiniteandindefinite

articlesaredifficultitemsforJapaneselearnersofEnglishtolearn.

Kimizuka（1967）hasinvestigatedthearticleuseofJapanesestudentsandhasarguedthat

thearticleusehadahigherpercentageofmistakesthananyothergrammaticalcategory.She

writes:

（2） JapanesehasnopartofspeechequivalentofEnglisharticles...Thatarticleusage

constitutesoneofthegreatestproblemsfortheJapaneselearnersisvividlyrevealed

inthehighfrequencyofmistakes,thehighestofallthestructuralitems.TheJapanese

studentmustnotonlylearnthenumerousrulesfortheusagewithasmanyexcep-

tions,buthe/shemustalsopracticethembydrill.Itiscomparativelysimpletolearn

therules,butitisnotequallysimpletoapplytherulestoactualsituations

（Kimizuka1967:78�79）

Kimizukaalsostatesthat・theuseofarticlesbelongstothenewcategoryfortheJapanese

students・（Kimizuka1967:78）.

Morerecently,Muto�Humphrey（2006）hasexaminedtheuseoftheEnglisharticlesystemof

JapanesestudyingEnglishasasecondlanguage.Muto�Humphrey（2006）hascollectedthedata

forthewrittentasksfrom36universitystudents（freshman,maleandfemale）inNagoya,Japan.

AllstudentsareEnglishmajorandthen,motivatedtolearnEnglish.Studentswerefirstrequired

toreadashortstoryandthenproducefourwrittentasks（200�250wordseach）suchas（i）mak-

ingasummary,（ii）answeringaquestion（iii）creatinganoriginalsequel,and（iv）writinga

critique.Intotal,144writtentaskswhichconsistof200�250wordseachwereinvestigated.32
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writtentasksoutof144wereusedforinvestigationofarticleusage.Theclassificationofthe

articleusageisshowninthetable1:

Errorsofarticleusagearedividedinto3types:（i）omission,（ii）unnecessaryinsertion,and

（iii）confusion.TheresultoftheanalysisisshowninTable2:

Theomissiontypeoferrorhasshownthehighestfrequency（201）.Omissionmeansthelack

ofanarticlewhereitisrequired.Unnecessaryinsertionindicatesarticlesareinsertedwherethey

arenotneeded.Confusionmeanssituationswhereaisusedinsteadoftheorviceversa.

Therearesomeexamplesenumeratedbelow:

A.Omissionofa/an

（3） Andhetookout［a］knifethathehidinhispocket.

（4） Ithink,itisnot［a］goodideaforthepeople.

（5） ...hebecameunhappy.［A］Fewdecadeslater,thebraveman...

B.Omissionofthe

（6） ...isdecidedbyusand［the］peopledecideforalljudgment...

（7） ...waspleased.Heliked［the］braveandstrongman.

C.UnnecessaryInsertionofa/an,the

（8） Ithinkthatpoliticianareshouldgeton*a*people.

（9） ...peoplecouldwatch*a*fightingwhichincludedsoldiers...

（10） ...ofhiscountryand*the*people

（11） ...peoplelikedtosee*the*blood.

D.Confusion:a/anusedinsteadofthe

（12） Andtheprincessand*a*［the］workergotmarriedand...
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Table1

144writtentasks（total） 32writtentasks（randomsample）

Totalnumberof

articles

Percentageof

articlestototal

（％）

Totalnumberof

articles

Percentageof

articlestototal

（％）

a/an 758 26 212 28

the 2,165 74 526 72

Total 2,923 ― 738 ―

Table2

Omission
Unnecessary
Insertion

Confusion
Totalnumber
oferrors

a/an 74 16 33 122

the 128 17 34 179

Total 201 33 67 302



（13） ...kingdidn・tknowthat*an*［the］accusedworkerwas...

E.theusedinsteadofa/an

（14） ...therewas*the*［a］kingwhohadsemi-barbarism.

（15） Thekinghad*the*［a］verybeautifuldaughterandhe...

HowshouldweaccountforthoseerrorsmadebyJapanesestudents?Someresearchers（cf.

Muto�Humphrey2006）arguethatthisispartlyduetothewaystudentslearnthearticlesat

school.Then,theimprovementofteachingproceduressolvesthisproblemtosomeextent.

TherehasbeenwideagreementamongresearchersontheeffectofL1.Aspointedoutabove,

theJapaneselanguagehasnoarticlesystem,andhence,thismayexplainthehighestfrequency

ofomissiontypeerrorsmadebytheJapanesestudents.Bryant（1984）hasanalysed200English

essayswrittenoverathree-yearperiodbydifferentgroupsofJapaneseuniversitystudentswho

attendedanIntensiveEnglishsummerprogrammeatanAmericanuniversityandhereportsthat

errorsofarticleswerefrequentlyencounteredespeciallyamongAsianandSlavicstudentswith

noarticlesystem.Furthermore,theJapaneselanguagedoesnothavesingularandpluralform

distinction.ThereisnopluralmarkingequivalenttotheEnglishending-（e）s.Althoughthe

pluralmarkertachiisavailable,itsuseisnotobligatoryandlimitedtohumans.Thesedifferences

mayalsoaffecttheacquisitionofarticlesofJapaneselearners.

ItcannotbedeniedthattheL1interferencehascontributedtothearticleusageerrorsmade

byJapanesestudents.However,itwouldbeusefultolookattheEnglisharticlesystemfroma

differentpointofview.Indeed,theusageoftheEnglisharticlesisoftensaidtobeunlearnable

andunteachable,becauseitcanonlybeacquiredthroughnaturalexposuretothelanguage

（Dulay,Burt,andKrashen1982）.Celce-MurciaandLarsen-freeman（1983:172）arguethat・...to

agreatextent,wedependondiscoursecontexttodeterminewhatisdefiniteandwhatisindefi-

nite.・

Inthesubsequentsections,Iclaim thatthedifficultyofthePresent-DayEnglisharticle

systemmightberelatedtothediachronicdevelopmentoftheEnglisharticlesystem.OldEnglish

（700to1100）lackedthecurrentarticlesystem,morepreciselyadeterminersystem（DP）,andthe

determinersystemappearedintheMiddleEnglishperiod.Thedeterminersystemwasaninno-

vationintroducedrelativelyrecentlyintotheEnglishlanguage.Furthermore,IsuggestthatL1

interferencewhichismentionedabovemightbebetterexplainedintermsofafunctionalcate-

gory.

2.Historicalfacts:thelackofDPinOldEnglishanditsemergencein

MiddleEnglish

2.1.NPsandDPs

Hereinthischapter,Itakeupthehistoricalemergenceofasyntacticdeterminersystemin

English.IclaimthatthenominalinOldEnglishisNP,notDP.ThismeansthatOldEnglishhad

noarticlessuchasa/an,the.AccordingtotheDPanalysis（Abney1987;Longobardi1994）,
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nominalsinPresent-dayEnglishareassumedtobeaprojectionofaheadD,notaheadN.The

structureofnominalsisthefollowing:

ThedifferencebetweenNPandDPisdescribedasfollows.AsLongobardi（1994:628）argues,

NPsareinherentlypredicativeandthuscannotoccurinargumentpositionssuchassubjectand

object.Indeed,predicativenounphrasesexpressingtheprofession,socialstatus,sexetc.of

humanbeingsparticularlytendtobebare（Lyons1999,104）.NPsarenotreferential;referential

nominalsmaybeparaphrasedas・thosethatareunderstoodasdenotingaparticularentityinthe

universeofdiscourse・（Rapoport1995:154）.Thisisexemplifiedinthefollowingsentences:

（17） a.JohnischairmanoftheCommittee.

b.*Imetchairmanyesterday.

c.*Chairmandonatedalotofmoneytotheinstitution.

AsisclaimedinLongobardi（1994）,NPsareinherentlypredicativeandnotreferential.OnlyDP

canoccurinargumentpositions.AsLongobardi（1994:628）argues,acommonnouniskind-

referring,notreferential.

（18） DPcanbeanargument,NPcannot. （Longobardi1994:628）

TheroleofpickingoutaparticularreferentisassumedtobetakencareofbyafunctionalDin

Present-DayEnglish;theroleofafunctionalDistochangepredicativenominalsintoarguments.

Thispickingoutoperationisbestexplainedbythetheoryoftheta-bindingproposedby

Higginbotham（1985）.AccordingtoHigginbotham（1985）,asimplenounlikedoghasanopen

placeinitandsodenoteseachofthevariousdogs.Thisopenplaceisareferentialargumentin

theargumentstructureoftheworddog,whichiscalled・Referentialrole・,orRrole.Thisposition

mustbeboundforanNPtobeanargumentasdiscussedabove.Thatis,anominalmustbe

specifiedaseitherdefiniteorindefiniteforinterpretation.Thisbindingmechanismisillustrated

below:

ThediachronicdevelopmentofEnglishnominals 119

（16） DP

D

the/a/my..

NP

dog

（19） ［DP［D�DNP］］

DP�1*�

D��1*�

D

the

NP�1�

N��1�

N�1�

dog



Theta-gridsshowninanglebracketsareprojectedfrom lexicalitemsandarecarriedoverby

everynodeinthetree.TheReferentialargumentposition1istheta-boundbyD,thatis,the

positionisdischargedbytheta-binding.Theasteriskindicatesthatthepositionclosesoris

discharged.Wheneverythetaroleinanassociatedthetagridisdischarged,wecansaythata

constituentissaturated.ThecompletephraseDPissaturated,i.e.allpositionsaredischarged

andthephraseisthematicallycomplete（cf.Higginbotham1985:561）.

ThebarenounmilkisaDPheadedbyanulldeterminer:

Nounslikemilk,water,orwinearemassnounsandhaveanindefiniteexistentialinterpretation.

Pluralcountnounswhichcanoccurwithoutovertdeterminersarealsounderstoodasbelonging

tothiscategory.Thisreadingcomesfrom theprinciplestatingthatanemptydetermineris

subjecttotheuniversalconstraintthatithasanexistentialinterpretationbydefault:

（21）［De］＝defaultexistentialinterpretation （Longobardi1994:641）

Sinceitisadefault,thisinterpretationmaybeoverruledbythepresenceofotherelementslike

quantifiersoradjectives.

2.2.AbsenceofaD-systeminOldEnglish

Intheprevioussection,wehaveobservedthatthefunctionofaD isidentifyingthe

referentialityofanominalandchangingitintoanargument.However,thisfunctionisnot

alwaystakencareofbyaD.WithoutaD,morphologicalcasecandothesametask.Inthis

section,IturntotheOldEnglishperiodandshowthatthisisindeedthecasewithOldEnglish.

TherearenoDPsinOldEnglish.IclaimthatwithoutaD-system,morphologicalcaseboundthe

R-roleofanominalandchangeitintoanargumentinOldEnglish.AlthoughOldEnglishhad

twodemonstratives,se（seo/��t）,and�es（�is/�eos）,therewerenoarticles（definiteorindefi-

nite）withthepropertiestheyhaveinPresent-dayEnglish.Itiswidelyacceptednotonlyin

traditionalworkssuchasQuirkandWrenn（1955:69�72）,MitchellandRobinson（1992:106）,and

PylesandAlgeo（1993:114,128）butalsointhemorerecentliteraturelikeAbraham（1997:29�61）,

Philippi（1997:62�93）andGiusti（1997:77�93）,thatthesedemonstrativesarenotdeterminers,

althoughthetreatmentoftheissuevariesfromresearchertoresearcher.Traugott（1972:85�87）

alreadystatesthatoneofthemoststrikingthingsabouttheNPinOldEnglishisthealmost

completeabsenceofanythingdirectlycorrespondingtoaandthe.Morerecently,Philippi（1997）

statesthattheemergenceofarticlesisarelativelyrecentdevelopment;languageslikeGothic,Old

HighGerman,OldSaxonandOldEnglishdonothaveadefiniteoranindefinitearticle.This

positionisbasedontheassumptionthatarticlesanddemonstrativesdonotconstituteahomoge-

neouscategory（seeGiusti1997:95�123）.IarguethatdemonstrativeshavethestatusofN.

First,lookatthefollowingOldEnglishparadigm,whichshowsnounsinflectedforcase,
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genderandnumber:

（22） OLDENGLISHNOUNDECLENSION

Strong Masculine Neuter Feminine

Singular （stone） （deer） （love）

Nominative stan deor lufu

Accusative stan deor lufe

Genitive stanes deores lufe

Dative stane deore lufe

Plural

Nominative stanas deor lufa

Accusative stanas deor lufa

Genitive stana deora lufa

Dative stanum deorum lufum

Weak Masculine Neuter Feminine

Singular （name） （eye） （sun）

Nominative nama eage sunne

Accusative naman eage sunnan

Genitive naman eagan sunnan

Dative naman eagan sunnan

Plural

Nominative naman eagan sunnan

Accusative naman eagan sunnan

Genitive namena eagena sunnena

Dative namum eagum sunnum

Thedemonstrativeswerefullyinflectedjustlikenounsaccordingtothecase,genderandnumber

ofthenounstheymodified:

（23） PARADIGMofseDEMONSTRATIVE

Masculine Neuter Feminine Plural

Nom. Se ��t seo �a

Acc. �one ��t �a �a

Gen. ��s ��s ��re �ara

Dat. ��m ��m ��re ��m

Wherewewoulduseadefinitearticle,oneofthetwodemonstrativeswastypicallyused:and

wherewewoulduseanindefinitearticle,eitherthenumeralan・one・orsum・acertain・couldbe

used.Numerals（from onetothree）inOldEnglishinflectedaccordingtogender,caseand
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number,too.However,moreimportantly,OldEnglishfrequentlyhadnowordatallwherewe

wouldexpectanarticletoday.Considerthefollowingexamples:

（24） w�lstowe gewald

battlefield（fem.Gen.） command

・commandofthebattlefield・

（25） fram beaduwe

from battle（mas.Dat.）

・fromthebattle・

（26） Oddan bearn

（Gen.Sg.） son（neut.Nom.Pl.）

・thesonsofOdda・

（27） Eall eor�e ys min （�lfricExodusxix5（OED））

all earth is mine

・alltheearthismine・

（28） be su�an Temese （CP3,18）

by south Thames

・thesouthoftheThames・

（29） holtes on ende

wood（neut.Gen.sg.） on end（mas.）

・attheedgeofawood・

（30） on beorg

onto mountain（mas.Acc.）

・ontoamountain・

（cf.MitchellandRobinson1992,107,PylesandAlgeo1993,128.Theexamplesfrom（24）to（26）and（29）

（30）arefromMitchellandRobinson.）

In（27）or（28）thedefinitearticletheisnecessaryinPresent-dayEnglishbecausetheyreferto

somethingofwhichthereisonlyoneintheworld.Later,theform �ereplacedthemasculine

nominativese:atfirstintheNortherndialectaround950.Thenominativemasculineandfemi-

nineseohadbecome�ealmosteverywhereby1300.Thisnewform �ecametobeusedasan

invariabledefinitearticletheafter1400.Theneuterform��tandthepluralform�a（tho）were

leftforthedemonstrativefunction.FromtheotherOldEnglishdemonstrative�es（�is/�eos）,the

singularnominative-accusativeneuterthiscametobeusedforallsingularfunctions,andanew

pluralform,thiseortheseappeared,theending-easinthepluralofadjectives.

Thereisanalternativeviewofthesituation,however.Thatis,se/seo/��tandancouldhave

functionedasbotharticleanddemonstrative/numeral,whilePresent-dayEnglishhasformerly

separatearticles.Hence,thereisnotmuchdifferencebetweenOldEnglishandPresent-day

English.Indeed,asJohnAndersonpointsout（p.c.）,examplesinwhichthosedemonstrativesare

usedlikearticlesarefoundintheOldEnglishtexts.Lookatthefollowingexample:
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（31） Wi� �a blegene,genim nigon �gra and ...f�ste,

With the ulcer take nine eggs and ...hard

andnim�a geolcan and do ��t hwite aweg and

andtakethe yolks and make the white away and

・Withtheulcer,takenineeggsandboilthemhard,andtaketheyolksandtakethewhiteaway・（Medici-

nalrecipesfromSweet1953）

Inthisexample,�aisusedinawaysimilartothearticleofPresent-dayEnglish.However,as

Phillippi（1997:62�93）argues,・occasionallywefindinGermaniclanguagesdemonstrativesused

inawaysimilartothearticleofthemodernGermaniclanguages.Inmuchthesameway,there

areindefinitepronounsandnumeralsusedinanarticle-likemanner.However,itwillbeshown

thattheuseofthesepronounsissorestrictedthatwecannotlabelthem asarticles,thelatter

actingasobligatorydefinitenessmarkersinthemodernGermaniclanguages.・Atworst,my

claimsmustberelativizedtoyetearlierstagesofthelanguage.Still,themainclaim thatthe

obligatorydeterminersystememergedinthehistoryofthelanguagesissustainable.

Weshouldnotethatwearedealingwithachangefromonestagetothenext,sothat,atthe

linkingstage,theresiduefromthepreviousgrammarsisnotexcludedfromthedata.Likewise,

theearliestexamplesproducedbynewgrammarsmaycoexistwiththeexamplesfromtheolder

grammars.However,thepresenceofsuchmixeddatadoesnotinvalidatetheclaimthatthereis

atransitionfromstageAtoB.Traugott,（1972:86）saysthatwedoindeedfindafewinstances

ofOldEnglishanwhicharedifficulttointerpretasthenumeral,nevertheless,itwasmany

centuriesbeforeitcametobeusedasinNE（ i.e.Present-dayEnglish）.

Atthispoint,weshouldalsodrawattentiontothedatesofthetextscited.Themedicinal

recipeexample（31）isfromthe11thcentury.AsQuirkandWrenn（1955:70�71）suggest,there

isadifferenceintheuseofseacrossthetime:itoccurredmainlyinlateOldEnglishprose.

Intheexamplebelow,anwasplacedafterthenominaltomeanalone,only,althoughancould

alsobeplacedprenominally.Inthiscase,therewasoftennoagreementbetweenanandthe

antecedentnoun.Thatis,itmightbebeingusedasanadverb:

（32） heanaw�sonlande （Mark6,47）

・healonewasontheland・

（33） �one namanannewelufodon （CP5,7）

・welovedthenameonly・

2.3.Caseasabinder

Inthissection,wewillseehowreferentialargumentpositionscouldbeboundbymorpho-

logicalcaseinlanguageswithoutaDsystem.Whatfollowsdirectlyfromtheta-bindingisthat

whenmorphologicalcasedistinctionsarepresentinalanguage,thepositionisdischargedby

theta-marking.Thereisnoneedforsyntactictheta-binding.Therefore,noD-system isneces-

sary.Asaresultofthedemiseofmorphologicalcasedistinctionsandthechangeinthecase

systemfrombeingmorpho-semantically-basedtobeingstructurallybased,aswediscussbelow,
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theta-bindinghasbecomenecessary.OnethingIshouldmakeclearisthattheta-bindingis

effectedonlybyanelementattacheddirectlytoanominalprojection.Therefore,thefollowing

isnotpossible:

IntheabsenceofaD-system,thetaskofidentifyingthereferentialityofanominalistakencare

ofbymorphologicalcaseontheheadnounsinOldEnglish.Caseaffixesattachedtoheadnouns

canbindtheReferentialrole.

Thatis,nounscanbecomeargumentsofpredicatesiftheyarecase-markedinOldEnglish.What

madethispossibleisthelexical-thematicnatureofOldEnglishanditsthematicallymotivated

casesystem.Thelexical-thematicnaturemeansthatallconstituentsinagivenlanguagebelong

tolexicalcategories（i.e.NP,VP,AP）,andallsisterconstituentsarethematicallyinter-related.

FunctionalcategoriessuchasDP,CP,orTPdonotexistordeveloponlylimitedlyinsucha

language.Oneinstantiationofthisnatureisamorpho-semanticcasesystem.

InOldEnglish,morphologicalcasewasassignedtoathematicallyrelatedNP.Morphological

casewascloselyrelatedtothethematicrolesofnouns.InPresent-dayEnglishthethematicrole

ofsubjectoftheverblikeundergomeaning・tobear・,・tosuffer・,isnotAgent,butPatient.Still,the

subjectoftheverbundergocanbeassignednominativecase.Likethis,thereisnomotivated

relationbetweenthematicrolesandsyntacticcasesinPresent-dayEnglish.Theremaybea

many-to-manyrelationshipbetweenstructuralcasesandthematicroles.Whateveritsthematic

roleis,Agent,Patient,orExperiencer,nominativecasecanbeassignedtothesubject.However,

inalexical-thematiclanguagelikeOldEnglish,morphologicalcasewasassignedtoathemati-

callyrelatedNP.Then,theNPwiththesemanticroleofExperiencertendedtoberealizedasthe

dativeNPobject,ratherthanasthenominativesubject.Underthiscasesystem,aconstituentis

licensedtooccurinagivenargumentpositiononlyifitisassignedanappropriatethetarole.

Nounscanbecomeargumentsbythetaroleassignmentonly,andthetarolesareexpressedinthe

formofmorphologicalcase:morphologicalcasemarkingissufficientforaNPtobeanargument.

2.4.ThedemiseofcasemorphologyandtheemergenceofaDsystem

Intheprevioussection,wehaveobservedhowreferentialargumentpositionscanbebound
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（35） OldEnglish stanum NP�1*�

（Osawa2000:63）

N�1*�

N�1�

stan

caseaffix

um（dative,plural）



bymorphologicalcase.Themorphologicalcasedistinctionsdecayedinmanylanguagesand

syntactictheta-bindingbyaD-systembecamenecessary.

Iproposethatachangeinthecasesystemfromasemantic-basedtoastructuralbasedone

alsoplayedanimportantroleintheemergenceofaDsystem.Thelevelingofinflectionalend-

ingshadalreadybeguninOldEnglish,andbytheearlyMiddleEnglishperiodmanyOldEnglish

inflectionaldistinctionswerelost.Morphologicalcasecouldnotperformthetaskofidentifying

theReferentialroleofnounsandturningthem intoargumentsanymore.Thethematically

motivatedcasesystemdecayedand,subsequentlyafunctionalD-systemhasdevelopedtodothe

samejobinEnglish.Thedemiseofmorphologicalcasealreadyprogressedtoaconsiderable

extentduringtheMiddleEnglishperiod.Thedefinitearticlethemaybeestablishedaround1400.

ThankstotheemergentD,newnominalconstructionsweremadepossible.Forexample,

groupgenitiveconstructionssuchasthekingofEngland・swifearenotpossiblewithoutaD-

system,sinceinthisconstructionanotherDPoccursin［Spec,DP］position.AsHamasaki（2003）

argues,ifweassumethatthegenitiveformwasreanalyzedasaD-head,wecaneasilyexplainthis

innovation.

3.Thenatureoffunctionalcategories

Intheprevioussections,Ihaveobservedthatthenatureofarticlesisafunctionalcategory

headD,whichemergedinEnglishratherrecently.Inthissection,Idiscussthenatureoffunc-

tionalcategories,whichisrelatedtothedifficultyoflearningtheEnglisharticlesystem men-

tionedabove.Whyarethefunctionalcategoriesdifficultforforeignlearnerstolearn?Inorder

toanswerthisquestion,wemustexaminewhatthefunctionalcategoriesare.

AsAbney（1987）argues,thenatureoffunctionalcategoriesismulti-faceted.Ihaveenumer-

atedimportantfactorsbelow,basedonAbney（1987:64f.）:

（36） 1. Functionalelementsconstituteclosedlexicalclasses.

2. Functionalelementsaregenerallyphonologicallyandmorphologicallydependent.

Theyarestressless,oftencliticsoraffixes,andsometimesevenphonologically

null.

3. Functionalelementspermitonlyonecomplement,whichisingeneralnotanargu-

ment.（TheyselectIP,VP,NP,butnotCP,PP,andDP.）

4. Functionalelementsareusuallyinseparablefromtheircomplements.

5. Functionalelementslack・descriptivecontent・.Theirsemanticcontributionis

second-order,regulatingorcontributingtotheinterpretationoftheircomplement.

Theymarkgrammaticalorrelationalfeatures,ratherthanpickingoutaclassof

objects.

Noneofthesepropertiesarecriterialindecidingwhetheranelementislexical（thematic）or

functional,althoughAbneysaysthatthefinalcharacteristicisinsomesensethecrucialone.But,
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eachofthesepropertiesconstitutesatendency.Notallofthesepropertiesneedtobesharedby

allfunctionalcategories.

WehavearguedthatOldEnglishdemonstrativesarenotafunctionalD.TheOldEnglish

demonstrativeswhichhavebeenobservedabovemadeanimportantsemanticcontributionof

theirown.Thesedemonstrativeswereusedtodenoteapersonorathingpointedoutorpresent

deictically,andattentionwasdirectedontothem.Furthermore,althoughtheuseofanorsum

israre,whentheyareused,theymeansomethingmorethanjust・one・（cf.MitchellandRobinson,

1992）:

（37） anm�g�・acertaintribe・

（38） summon・acertainman・

Secondly,Abneysaysthatarticlesarestrictlyinseparablefromtheircomplement,andcan-

notoccurwithoutthemasexemplifiedin（39）.

（39） a.Isawthe/a*（boy）.

b.*Theisagreatking.

However,demonstrativesinOldEnglishwerenotdependentonthenounornominalelements,

buttheywereindependentlexicalelements.Theevidencetoshowthiscomesfromthefactthat

theywereusedasdemonstrativepronounswithoutthecompanyofnominals.

ThefeaturesenumeratedbyAbney（1987）stronglysuggestthatOldEnglishdemonstratives

suchasse/seowerenotafunctionalcategory,butalexicalcategory.

Likethis,functionalcategoriesareassumedtohavemainlyfunctionalcontentandform

closedclasses.Thereisnoagreementonhowmanyfunctionalcategoriesweshouldpositin

languages,althoughthereiswideagreementonthepresenceofDP,CP,andTP/IP.Careis

neededwhenweposittheinvisibleorinactiveelementsinlanguages.Ifollowtheproposals

madebyThr�ainsson（1996）andFukuiandSakai（2003）.FukuiandSakai（2003:329）arguethat

・ifthefunctionalcategoriesarepresentinalanguage,buttheyarenotactive,whatdoestheir

existencemeanexactly?・Theypropose・TheVisibilityGuidelineforFunctionalCategories・

alongsimilarlineswithThr�ainsson（1996）.

（40） TheVisibilityGuidelineforFunctionalCategories

Afunctionalcategoryhastobevisible（i.e.detectable）intheprimarylinguisticdata.

（FukuiandSakai2003:327）

Thr�ainsson（1996）arguesthatlanguagesmayvarywithrespecttothefunctionalcategories

theyhave,andproposestherealMinimalistPrinciple:・Assumeonlythosefunctionalcategories

thatyouhaveevidencefor・.

InthecaseofPresent-dayEnglishDP,visibleelementssuchasa/an,the,arepresentand

then,thepresenceofDPinEnglishisconfirmed.ConsideringthedifficultyofthePresent-day

Englishdeterminersystem,Isuggestthatthefifthfeatureismostimportant,whichisrepeated

below:
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5. Functionalelementslack・descriptivecontent・.Theirsemanticcontributionissecond-

order,regulatingorcontributingtotheinterpretationoftheircomplement.Theymark

grammaticalorrelationalfeatures,ratherthanpickingoutaclassofobjects.

Thatis,thefunctionofDPisgrammaticalratherthansemantic,andJapaneselearnersofEnglish

arerequiredtounderstandthisinordertouseEnglisharticlescorrectly.Aswehaveobserved

intheprevioussections,thePresent-dayEnglishDPisasyntacticnecessityandappearedassuch

intheMiddleEnglishperiod.ItisverydifficultforJapaneselearnerstounderstandthissystem

fully.IsupposethatJapaneselearnersusemeaningtodiscoverthestructuresofthelanguage

thattheyarelearning（seesemanticbootstrappingproposedbyPinker1984）,aschildrenwhoare

acquiringEnglishastheirL1doso.Theknowledgeofsemanticshelpsinacquiringsyntax.Itis

suggestivethatinfirstlanguageacquisition（English）afunctionalDisalsosupposedtoemerge

later（Brown1973）.ThissuggeststhatthefunctionalDisnoteasyforEnglishchildrentoac-

quire,either.Interestingly,thechild・searlygrammaticaldevelopmentcanbedescribedasthe

acquisitionofgrammaticalcategories（Radford1990）.Asiswellknown,thechild・sfirstlan-

guagedevelopmentisdividedintothefourmainstages:

（41）（ⅰ） prelinguisticstage 0～12months

（ⅱ） one-wordstage 12～18months

（ⅲ） earlymulti-wordstage 18～24months

（ⅳ） latermulti-wordstage 24～30months

Attheone-wordstagechildrenbegintoassociateparticularsoundssequenceswithparticular

concepts.Theyproducefirstwords.However,atthisstagethewordsproducedbychildrenare

acategorial,thatis,theyhavenogrammaticalproperties.Childrenproceedtothetwo-word

（earlymulti-word）stagewhichconsistsoflexicalcategoriesonly.Thestageinvolvingfunc-

tionalcategoriesinadditiontolexicalcategoriescomesafterthisstage.Thestructuresofearly

childgrammarsaroundtheageof24months（＋/－ 20％）lackafunctionalcategoryD,andits

relatedsyntacticphenomena.Thatis,thereisonlyN,anditsprojectionNP,butnoDP.There-

fore,theabsenceofDPsandtheabsenceofrelatedphenomenaareexpectedintheacquisition

data.Theexamplessupportthisprediction（Radford1990:83�84）:

（42） a.Wherehelicopter?/Herehelicopter./Wherebee? （Stefan17months）

b.Opendoor./Wantball./Wantcar （Stefan19）

c.Opencan./Openbox./Eatcookie （Allison22）

NounsorNPscanoccurinplaceswhereDPsareexpectedinthecorrespondingadultEnglish.

Theabsenceofdeterminersintheaboveexamplesleadstoungrammaticalityintheadultgram-

mars.Likethis,childrenacquiresemanticpropertiesrelatedtothelexicalcategoryN,whiletheir

grammarslackphenomenainvolvingDP.Althoughitneedsmoreelaboratediscussionbefore

concludingthatchildren・searlyspeechisorganizedpurelysemantically,itissafelysaidthat

childrenrelyonsemanticcues.Japaneselearnersalsorelyonsemantic-basedgrammarwhen

theyarelearningEnglish.

Furthermore,althougharguably,Isuggestthatthephonologicalnullentitiesaredifficultto

ThediachronicdevelopmentofEnglishnominals 127



acquire,thoughitispossible（cf.Machida1999）.Itispointedoutthatfunctionalelementsare

generallyphonologicallyandmorphologicallydependent.Theyarestressless,oftencliticsor

affixes,andsometimesevenphonologicallynull.Aswehaveobservedinchapter2aPresent-day

EnglishDheadcanbeanulldeterminer.Thephonologicalnullelementsinsecondlanguage

learningarenoteasytoacquire,althoughitneedsmuchcloserexaminationofacquisitionfacts.

4.Japanese

Inchapter1,wehaveobservedtheeffectofL1interferenceinthearticleusageerrorsmade

byJapanesestudents.Inthischapter,IclaimthatthisL1interferenceisrelatedtothenatureof

theJapaneselanguage.Thatis,theJapaneselanguagelacksfunctionalcategories.Fukui（1995）

arguesthatJapaneselacksthefunctionalcategoriesCandD,althoughitmayhaveadefectiveI,

whichcontainsnorelevantagreementfeature.Itisawell-establishedfactthatJapanesedoesnot

havetheequivalentsofEnglisharticlessuchasaorthe.Thus,nounphrasescanoccurfreely

withoutbeingaccompaniedbyanything,irrespectiveofdifferencesinnounssuchas・count-

able・,or・mass・,andsingularorplural:

（43） a.John-ga hon-o katta

John-nominative book-accusative bought

Literaltranslation・Johnboughtbook＝Johnboughtabook/Johnboughtthe

book.・

cf.*Johnboughtbook（Present-dayEnglish）

b.John-ga takusan-no hon-o katta

many book

Literaltranslation・Johnboughtmanybook＝Johnboughtmanybooks.・

c.John-ga mizu-o nonda

water-accusative drank

・Johndrankwater・

d.John-ga takusan-no mizu-o nonda

much

・Johndrankmuchwater.・

AcandidateforafunctionalheadDinJapanesemightbeaclassofdemonstrativessuchasko-no

・this・,a-no・thatoverthere・,andso-no・that,the・.However,theybehavelikepre-nominalmodifiers,

ratherthanaDhead.Theyaredifferentinmeaning:ko-nonearthespeaker,so-nonearthehearer

a-noawayfrombothofthem.Theycancooccurwithotherpre-nominalelementsgivingresults

parallelto・John・sthatcar・,asin（44a）,andmoreimportantly,a-nocanbedispensedwithasin

（44b,c）.Thevariantformscanstandbythemselvesasargumentslike（44d）:

（44） a.Tom-ga John-no a-no kuruma-o katta

Tom John・s that car bought

b.Tom-ga kuruma-o katta

Tom car bought
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c.Kuruma-ga kosyoo-si-ta

Car brokedown

d.A-re-ga watasi-no ie desu

That-Nom. my-Gen. house is

・Thatismyhouse・

ConcerningtheIsystem,whichinvolvessyntacticphenomenasuchasmodals,do-support,

subject-verbagreement,（syntactic）nominativecaseassignment,andsubject-Auxinversionin

Present-dayEnglish,allofthesepropertiesarelackinginJapanese.Do-supportandmodals

（wherebymodals,Imeanaseparateclassofverbswhicharedistinguishedsyntacticallyfrom

lexicalverbs）aresimplylackinginJapanese.Andsubject-verbagreementislikewiseabsent

fromJapaneseaswell,sinceinthislanguagetherearenodevicestoexpress・�features.

Nominativecaseassignment（gamarking）takesplaceindependentlyofwhetherthesen-

tenceistensedornot.Thistotallackoftherelevantpropertiesstronglyindicatesthenon-

presenceofthefunctionalcategoryI/TinJapanese.Thus,・tensemorphemes・like-ta（past）and

-ru（present/non-past）inJapanesedonotformasyntacticcategoryI/T,butarepartofaverbal

head;andJapanesesentencesarebasicallyprojectionsofV,ratherthanthoseofI/T.（cf.Fukui

1995,108�19）.

Basedontheevidencediscussedabove,wecanconcludethattheJapaneselanguagelacks

functionalcategoriesandthen,theabsenceofDPfollows.ThisabsencedefinitelyaffectsJapa-

neselearnersofEnglish.ThislackoffunctionalcategoriesisanotheraspectofL1interference

insecondlanguageacquisition.

5.Conclusion

Inthispaper,wehaveobservedthatafunctionalDsystemwasabsentinearlierEnglishlike

OldEnglishandtheDsystememergedlaterinEnglishasasyntacticdevicetocompensatefor

thelossofmorphologicalcase.ThesyntacticDPisanewcomertotheEnglishlanguage.The

semanticcontributionofaDsystemissecondaryandthen,itisnoteasyforlanguagelearnersto

acquire,sincelanguagelearnersandchildrenaremoredependentonsemanticcues.Thediffi-

cultyofaDsystemisinherentinitsnature.
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