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R. Vogel (University of Bielefeld, Germany)
AD HOC RULES: THE GRAMMAR BEHIND THE GRAMMAR

When alternative variants for a particular grammatical construction or
morphosyntactic category are observed in a language, the grammatical literature
usually describes them in terms of two coexisting rules that stand in competition,
or in a certain kind of division of labour. There is an alternative to such a
traditional view, which is rarely ever explored, namely, the absence of a particular
rule. This i1dea hardly fits into the current mainstream of grammatical thinking,
with its strong focus on cognitivist modeling and synchrony. From that point of
view it seems perhaps impossible by necessity that speakers could utter linguistic
expressions without having a rule for them at their disposal.

In my presentation, I will show that there are good reasons to assume such a
possibility. I will first motivate it with reference to the evolutionary theory of the
language change the roots of which can be traced back to Saussure, as Thibault
(1997) showed, and which has been outlined in some detail in the work of Rudi
Keller (e.g. his 1993 monograph), a.o.

I will then discuss three phenomena from German morphosyntax that are, for
various reasons, prototypical candidates for speaking regularly without there being
a particular conventionalised rule. In discussing these phenomena, I will also identify
factors that determine the regularity of their occurrence, factors that constitute, so to
speak, a grammar of general principles behind the particular language system.

Starting point for my discussion is Saussure’s distinction between langue
(language system) and parole (speech) as two distinct phenomenological domains
of language which, as Thibault (1997) emphasises in contrast to much of the
previous Saussure reception, are conceived to stand in a tight dialectical
relationship of independence and interdependence. This relationship is at the heart
of language change. Whereas parole is the domain of real speech events as they
can be observed in everyday communicative practice and be collected
fragmentarily in linguistic corpora, langue 1is the collection of linguistic
conventions that have emerged historically through the communicative practices in
the speech community. These conventions are no less real than the speech events
of parole. It 1s this social nature of grammar that has been emphasised by Saussure,
and whose implications for grammatical theory are widely ignored, if not
dismissed, under the cognitivist dogma that still dominates the field.
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According to the evolutionary view, linguistic change starts in parole. A new
form orm meaning first occurs in single speech events, then become regularised in
the communicative practices of the community and, by these means, also
conventionalised as part of langue. A crucial precondition for this is a certain
frequency of occurrence. As Rudi Keller put it, the rules of the language system
are standard solutions to recurrent communicative problems. (Keller 2009)

But what happens with communicative problems that are occurring only very
rarely? According to the evolutionary model, their solutions will not have a chance
to become conventionalised. Those solutions might still display some regularity,
but it will be motivated by extragrammatical means. I will call such regular
solutions for rarely occurring communicative problems ad hoc rules.

For the researcher, the questions that are most important are 1) whether we can
distinguish ad hoc rules from the rules of langue by empirical means, and ii) which
extragrammatical factors explain their regularity, to the extent that there is some.
From my own work on the grammar of German, I can identify three phenomena
that are candidates of such ad hoc rules: a) reflexive ditransitive verbs where the
two objects are coreferential; b) infinitival verbal complexes of a modal and a
lexical verb in perfect tense; ¢) case conflicts in free relative constructions serving
as objects of a verb.

Each of these phenomena is extremely rare even in larger corpora of German.
Even more so, the rare instances to be found display interesting divergences from
established rules of German grammar. In acceptability studies on these
phenomena, we find larger variance among speakers than for other syntactic
phenomena. Extra-grammatical factors that can be identified in motivating these ad
hoc rules are pragmatic factors, in the spirit of Levinson’s (2000) neo Gricean
theory of conversational implicature, the meta-grammatical concepts of
markedness and iconicity, as well as frequency-based scales of grammatical units.

These findings together provide substantial arguments in support of our
proposal of ad hoc rules as a particular aspect of grammar in usage.
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B. P. Aopey-®amrox (MIJIY, Munck, bemapycs)

BAPUATHUBHOCTD CIIOCOBOB BbIPAYKEHHMA HECOT'JIACHUA
[TPU TTOMOIIY MHTEPIPETUPYIOIMX PEYEBBIX AKTOB
B HAYYHOM JJUCKYPCE

B cuiy cBoero mojieMM4eCKOro XapakTepa YCTHBIM HAayuyHbIH AWaior pac-
MoJiaraeT MUPOKOH MaJUTPOi cocoOOB BhIpakeHUs Hecoryacus. K uuciy Takux
CroCOOOB OTHOCUTCA MCIOJIb30BAHUE PEUEBBIX JICUCTBUM, HAIMPABJICHHBIX Ha
YTOUHECHUE MPaBUJILHOCTHA MOHUMAHUS COOOIICHUS apecaToM, KOTOPbIE BIIEPBbIC
ot BeIACNeHBI M. M. Kobosesoit m H. U. Jlaydep m Ha3zBaHBI MMM «HHTEP-
MPETUPYIOLIUE PEUEBbIC aKTh» [1].

B pomm mHTepnpeTmpytomux peueBbix akToB (manee — MPA) BwicTymator
PEIUIMKA PEAKTUBHOIO XapaKTEpa, COJCPIKAIIUE HCXOJHYIO WHTEPIPETUPYEMYIO
MPOTIO3UNIAIO (MJTM €€ YacTh), IPUUEM A3Ta WCXOJHAs MPOTO3WITUS BCETAA TOJ-
Bepraercs B UPA ompenenennoit mommdukanmm (COOTBETCTBEHHO B Kiacc MPA
BBUAY OTCYTCTBUSI MHTEPIPETATUBHOTO KOMIIOHEHTA HE BKJIFOYAIKOTCS, HAMPUMEP,
IUTATBl W TIEPECTPOCH). XapakTepHsiMu depramu MPA sBistores: a) camocTo-
ATEFHOE W3JIOKCHHUE, HE TIOBTOPSIOIIEE CJI0BA COOSCEAHUKA JTOCIOBHO, 0) HaIH-
Yue HHTEPHPETALMU TPU BO3MOKHOCTH YACTUUHOTO W3MEHEHUA COJICpIKAHUS,
B) HAIMUME CNENU(PUICCKOTO S3BIKOBOTO Mapkepa (mo ecme, 3HaAuum, noiyya-
emcsl, 8bl UCX00Ume U3, 8bl Oymaeme/ cuumaeme/ noopasymesaeme, U3 AuLUX Cl08
cnedyem, 6wl umeeme 6 8uUdy, HACKOJIbKO I NOHSL, 51 MAK NOHUMAIO, V MEHs
CILOJCUNIOCH BNeYamiene u T. 1.).

Kak moka3zpiBaeT aHanu3 HayuyHoro auaniora, UPA mmpoko BOCTpeOOBaHbI
B KOHTEKCTaX BBIPAXKCHMS HECOTJACHUs C OMNMOHEHTOM, Y4acTBYsS MpPU 3TOM B
peanu3aiy AByX TUMOB MOJECINICH: B MEPBOM ClIydae MHTEPHPETUPYIOIIAsS UHTCH-
U W WHTCHITUSA BBHIPAKCHHUSI HECOTJIACHs BhIpaXKaroTcs nudhepeHIMpPOBaHHO, B
paMKax OTAEJIbHBIX PEUYEBBIX NCHCTBUI; BO BTOPOM — 00€ HA3BAHHBIC MHTEHIIUH
PEATU3YIOTCS CHHKPETUYHBIM 00pa30M, B paMKax OJHOTO BbICKA3bIBAHUS.

1. InddepernupoBanHas peaanu3anus HHTSPIPETAIHHA U HECOTTIACHS.

JlaHHbIi BapuaHT OOBIYHO NPEANOJAracT MPEMO3UTUBHOE PACHOJIOKEHUE
HUPA, mnpensapsooliero BbIPAXKEHUE HECOTJIACHs, NPUYEM HECOIJIACHEe MOXKET
BBIPAXKAThCA KaK:

e AJIFTCPHATHBHOC MHEHHWE (SA3BIKOBHIMA HMHIAKATOPAMH B TAKOM CIIy4ae
BBICTYNAIOT KOHCTPYKUUHU I CYUMAIO, MHE KANCEMCS, N0 MOeMy MHEHUIO, NO MHe,
HA MOT 6327180 N T. T1.):

— Ayzan 206opum, umo nem maxoti 20cyOapCmeeHHol QYHKYuY, KOMopyio He
Mo2no Obl gbinoHUMB obwecmeo. Ha moti 632150, maxas ynkyus ecme.
Obwecmeo ne Moxcem i NPOU3E00UMb NPAGO, HU 3AWUULAN NPABO;
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