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In Middlemarch, Dorothea must make some difficult decisions. She
is young, ardent and idealistic, so she creates the illusion of an ideal
marriage. The first decision for her is marriage to Casaubon. A
wedding journey to Rome, however, makes her doubt the illusion. She
doubts even the value of Casaubon’s research, his life-work. Their
married life full of irritations demanding great patience leads to her
second difficulty.

Then she has to decide either obedience or disobedience to her
husband after his death. She struggles to determine which to choose,
and cannot come to make a resolution.

After Casaubon’s death, the codicil to his will makes her rebel
against him. Though mutual understanding gives Dorothea and Ladis-
law confidence, she misunderstands faithful Ladislaw and is disappoint-
ed. In her agony she realizes her real emotion, her love to Ladislaw.
This realization leads her to develop sympathy for others, which
George Eliot considers is very important in our life, in our society.
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gl ZARBBOHEWIERTORKBEOBE o/, Bl
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BRELELAEDG DS TICR BT 5, 2 OBRTOBIROBPETit,
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B2 3 Casaubon b, PROBLATVB LW ZLIZRIEEALBLE
B2\,

7255 Eliot 21812 RE L /2Dt Dorothea DH K TREVI L& b
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—RERIEDITHS I 5%
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‘You refuse ?* said Mr Casaubon, with more edge in his tone. ‘No,
I do not yet refuse,” said Dorothea, in a clear voice, the need of
freedom asserting itself within her;‘but it is too solemn...to
make a promise when 1 am ignorant what it will bind me to.
Whatever affection prompted I would do without promising.”
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RETLTEERIBES L, [GRIVFREBTZ L CEMEPEPT
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AVSREEREOMEC RO 3N ZORIGIR S X T, whHl
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Dorothea #3, Lydgate #3, Z L TE DAV LB EZEWOIDREL LD
ETHAREBOLBDTBDTH B,

E
1 Reva Stump, Movement and Vision in George Eliot’s Novels (University of
Washington Press, 1957), p. 174.
2 George Eliot, Middlemarch (The Penguin English Library, 1966), p. 40.
3 Barbara Hardy, Particularities : Reading in George Eliot (London : Peter Owen
Limited, 1982), p. 118,

George Eliot, Middlemarch, p. 220,

NEBF (G- YA v +] (F¥, 1980), p.203

Rt p. 95~96

George Eliot, Middlemarch, p.519

MARZE [Ya—Y Vv bR (FEE, 1967), p.202,

F. B. Pinion i A George Eliot Miscellany DIz, Pre-Novel Writings D—2 &
LTZADEROBEEANTW S, —AIRKRE, REKEIC> 23800820,
HE—ARRUKEI I 23 ATEDEL & 2 E 5, FIFRKEE IR L LTAY,
BEENOMRA LR [R] LLTAVTWS,

10 F.R. Leavis, The Great Tradition. 1960. (London : Chatto & Windus, 1979), p. 75,

11 David Daiches, “An Important Moral Centre” George Eliot : Middlemarch A
Casebook, ed. Patrick Swinden (Macmillan, 1972), p. 113,

12 kSR EROLFE (2> b, AN —]] (PRAEM, 1970), p.206.

13 [E.E p. 206,

14 Simon Denith, George Eliot (The Harvest Press Limited, 1986), p. 24.
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David Copperfield — iBFE~D[aElf7*

it #6 MR e33R

SYNOPSIS

In David Copperfield, the protagonist David tells the story of his own
life. He shows us that every event which happened in his younger days,
how insignificant it seemed at first, proves to be related to later events.
David is satisfied with his present life: he has achieved fame and is
enjoying his perfect domestic life. He owes his happiness to what he
experienced in his past. His complacent retrospect, however, makes us
suspect whether his past is significant to him. He does not seem to have
been affected by his past. His nature and character remain the same
from first to last. His intention in telling his story is not to record his
spiritual growth, but to reproduce his past in his present life. His own
past is his primary interest, for he can love no one but himself. David's
autobiography reveals his unconscious self-love.

David Copperfield (1849-50) ix, T AL David BFE2HOEEOTHT
H3b, ¥7:Dickens %, BEHDEXR*FEI L 2RALERTLH 3!
TOEIR, HREVREEEbILLRIITRL TW 3%, f88 Dickens 2385
DBEERDVIEZ LI, EAQ David WAFDAEREZ LW
ZEH, BTLHA2VRELIE> THERKICHMPATNTWEDTH S,
@7 David % Dickens L EL2KEYIVEL TRLUI2DRBY TR Y,
David «Z i3 {3 Dickens 25, BLHHE h T3 »S5TH 3, Lo L—F,
David ¥ Dickens DEENSH E LTOBRE»SDOARU 2 Z L LER
TH5, David iz, H{ FTCELSOAERF WML LBRHAT 2D,
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< ® David & Dickens DEVWOMb ) OFEE L % > TV 23008, %]
& [Bvil] OMETH 2, Barbara Hardy « & #1i, David Copperfield
t3“a novel of memory, a novel which explores the past, re-enacts it and
explores its meanings™ T& 5%, &M T3 David Copperfield % [Ri>H
DAR] E LTRR, [BF) & TRBwl] 28, Davidict > TED LS %
ERERFOO»EB/L, BEXEVEZ LS TASHL L TYER Dick-
ens¥ David L D LS ClboTHRa0EER LTV,

1

EMOBH 124 £ hi: David 12, ERTICERO S il bh e, R
W2 AEERDITHSS LS HR ZLWFILERL 2, ZODOTENY
ol RENLDPEDOTEIBRDOL ST 37213 T, 20BTIRE
bEE5 5 & Ly, “I need say nothing here. . . because nothing can show
better than my history whether that prediction was verified or falsified
by theresult.” Zhizbb2A5BDBMICOVWTOTFETHY, ERH
David D& EOYITETH 3 = & PbhbhCHIRTITw20TH 2, [{
FRCIEROBEY F £ LT [BE] © David DEES, bhbhicEms
EEIIEY—FitbkoTwaZLicEALLY, 22 DiBEOHERRS
Ao TVBRAZ, UL (B2 © David 88 52Eb L, [BE| 0F
RTURERDED LS BRI R >TwEDTH 2, =0 [BE] 0
David Dz, M@%] © David L3tHbl, SBOHREL2bThw
T3, TLThhbhiz [HE] L [@X) LI RBMOTZLFHD
LT, David DEBWHMBEIEIZ YD L S ZHEGEHEFE-THEINEES
EBTEZDTH S,

Angus Wilson i, David 5% & BIZED B4 £ ORAS D £ B Ic TS L
ZHOMBERBAL TV 5 LIBT3, TOZ i, RC—AFAED
Great Expectations L lE~THNE—@izo50 T3, ZoTik [BE)
O Pip B E T E, UKD B PHRINI L TRES LD ERLE
DT BT Lidievs, bhbhit Pip ic A& RBA TV DTH>T,
RECEEHLBI TS YOBATHILERb-TFHTE LT
ERVDTH B, —4 David iz, bhrbhic LELEFEE2E52 TS,
BRO &S R HRECRG L, HRBEORDOAECEELEREZFO - &
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KRBT L%, HiboThhbhiZMIL SR TVwIDTHE, =
NiZDavid DFEDFELTOEES, BoB2DRLTWALWLARES
5o 2% David iZid, [BRE] DB [BE]DEFEEIE-TWS
LS EMHBEODOTH R, DI L}, Pip DRFMOFNICE - - WEE
DEDFT LR LBHSEHTH S, David i, BE] OESH [BE] O
BAREDEI ML 2> TVALEERILLTVIDTHS, B
BRBELBREX—HEC LI LTHREEE->TVL DN, ET2ATHI
BOBOHIIZ, BICLoTEDEI RTFHREF SO TWIDOOELTHE T
rilL&S,

2

%73 David D—F LW ECHE S, £ & 1LY Peggotty D\ 2 BRI
DOMESTVLAILRBERAMIZ2LENDH 5, $hv David it & - THS
DR, BLTE@LBHTHY, HOERELIZ- & VKBS hEPHT
Holte BAVEZNIFE T R4 ROBEE» SHH QNSRS
FTRED L S ICBRRTWS,

...1 have of my first childish associations with his [David's fa-
ther’s] white gravestone in the churchyard, and of the indefinable
compassion I used to feel for it lying out alone there in the dark
night, when our little parlour was warm and bright with fire and
candle, and the doors of our house were—almost cruelly, it seemed
to me sometimes—bolted and locked against it. (Chap. I, p. 2)

$hv> David i2id, FFORZ 3BHWEMMLMRIZ7-0TH 3,
BRERTORELVLELHEZ t#HircBE#HAT VL2, ETHELI:D
DIKRIREEFE LI &, BT Peggotty iZ7 =D& %3 L0 b
BRROI LY, YhztoTbbhbhoLeHze 3, “historical
present”BAVSH TR LI T L b H>T, FOHEICIZEMHE
WIEE-oTLE - &I 2RERNZAL E0H 3, LrL DB,
HIZBLWEWIRFIRELESRVWOTH S, bibhid, YR
REEBUML ATV 3 David k&t <. BOBVLHIIE, wWobEb3 T
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EDZVEENKZLVOWREORZDOTH S, BEZOERTORBLHR
2, BRULOBRSED DD, FRCOVTRETRRZZLIZT 3,

& THERROFMZ EEIX, & Mr. Murdstone DS TRES 2 =
L2 %, #18% T Mr. Murdstone 12 & - 7B, David 218 K& % jg =,
MBLIBEERU S, KHEAYIC Mr. Murdstone £ £ B0 %3| 55
<&, BAOXBOBIBRER LA>Twis L v 3, Mr. Murdstone i,
53T David OB 2R, B HEBERLADI L30T
%o

& Mr. Murdstone 35##§73 % & ToOM, David iz Peggotty D & s
THEEORDS LCHWET I iz o, BICL>TEIATIHDTR
PENIERTLHI, TORORFEBRRIRDLIICE>TWS, “It
touches me nearly now...to recollect how eager I was to leave my
happy home ; to think how little I suspected what I did leave for ever.”
(Chap.ILp.26) RIZE SDBERL & - T, BATERBURELZE 1D,
REEE2EIX, BURIARAZLBTER Y, BRBELTCEDZL
*HERTs0THD,

Yarmouth THEL W\ EM%:8 2 L TEiZE - 7- David 238 % 7= D,
BEHEOFLWABICE 57 Mr. Murdstone TH -7 BLOLTBD Lo
i3 T < hua Mr. Murdstone 12, David B2 i 0EEAE T, BE i
David %% Yarmouth % & #& - 7z £ D, Mr. Murdstone D kI§Ditint 5t
BERYHTIS DR TREDTH S, HELEEET 254, David
ERO—E—D e THIE { 1T 2 D 5 7, Murdstone i3 D 4EREIEY
HHDI DR LT, David DERATKS 1S D EIEEED, RED
DUPHZEOLEIR, ToH20EbhTLESIDTH S,

David RBHEEZRBWTERA 2RI T, &5 & 352 HEE Murdstone
MBEREDBEAZCLTLESBEMBEI 72D TH 3, BEdNIM
MEBEIC Z 2 €2 David iI2 % &% L% Mr. Murdstone 28, %%t
TS ELREBOZ L TH3, TOF» SN & S & 4T -7 David
i, BROFTHOSBOBIADWIDT, David 2iT5 4 2 o1, HEM
MEBER SN, Salem BALEMLVES NS, 2 LTI OB,
David i & > TAEDH L WLER L R 5D TH 3,

David i3, Yarmouth A7 - IREATREHIC L, L»L Salem
BITIZE D Tedr o7z, i3 Murdstone flizhic & - TRED &8k 2
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N0, BbhIREICE, —ELrRESZ LIZTEW, Salem BH S
KRB TRICH - T & 7-Ef, Murdstone i35 i3 8 5F T David i3 £ & Peg-
gotty EBD LIS BEEZRLLIENTEL, BERE3THOELL-
LREBR-OTEL DL I ZHEICHES, Lo L Murdstone flizh DR
T, David BEIE2 LKRREERE N3, BOBBAR, LIicdbld
21D TH 5,

BHLLWREEZK->T: LI Z LI, BiZ David Bttt FREkicHLH &
Ni:EVSTHREFOELD TRV, BOREBRIL, BOAEICKE
REMEEZITVIDOTH 2, FUTHERREBILEREORE
2, David iR o TED L I BWHERER > TV 3D, (N FORERBED
NI kiR, MEERLTWVEDES S,

3

Dickens OfE@ T, RERRBILETERZLRWERALLTWS,
Dickens i, ER s REEFOBECHIBLEL > Tl Lt Bbnd. 4
FRHI A8 REEED, AXORELEROTHIRATH R, HEORAH
R, REOBBNZREHEHL LOE, YRDOZLLnwi s,
L LEEDHI RECIE, #HE—BRNTEROKBMIC L £ o 2 LEHkRLS
BENTWHLBDTHS,Dickens BRI L > T, BruRERMNII>7:D
o DI LR, WOMDERROBERERY ERITERICHEBI L,
HENCHIE25|BL ERE»SBATO L VRBIHTE LI ZTNIERS
i ol i By s, Dickens KBNS REREMSETWEOT
Hb. ERENEFOBBEFTIINNL THHO TOLTHN, ZRLRED
LW RMELEEE L > TESRPCEbAL LV EZSNIDTH 5,

—R U7k 2% David iZ, Dickens DZD & 5 2.0BEB L H L 7o 28
REEARL VR EITHS, FHOECRELBDN, R L LT
44T, Agnes L\ S EBMLEERMZ 3D, L LEEIZ David D[R
Bl Bt BERICLTVIDTHS, Bick > TERHLREEER, H
BRPBHFEFSOROEHTIRZL, CLAANEDEMNZEDOLDTHoe L
W2 3D, 2 T Angus Wilson O RBICEB L iEMNcEXEHI TAa L I,
# i Dickens DIFR MU HTREBRKIRO LS X LD EL TS,
“the fundamental and complex meanings of ‘travelling’ and ‘home’ that
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lie deep in Dickens’ world.”® David D:BE* A&EDHR LB B2 TH 2
% 5iE, David 238 & % “tired traveller” ([ 7z AJ) (Chap. XXXIX,
p.567) LFRLAD b HEAZHHE L THAI 2 b iCidudiz{d, B
POREBEELRDTHREGEISEAD LI IDIITH 2,

David D188, BLHO—-FBEVL LOBEHSDEFAIRIZOWTT
Holel &, TLTZDOR% Murdstone filizhic & > Tibhiz kw3 T -
EHBEBR2RRDTHS, David SR EBONLEEAL»S, BOEbNT:
XEEBHURIRTLOOMIIBEsIc b 22067, TLTHOALE
DIROBEHTHY, FLRDIEFMOFE 2 > TV 3D, HERR
EFRILIRERZOTH 3,

FRTBRCERDNLEF@EELRY, ThEBRECHERTSILT
David 887 bDORAITH 212D 3 5,

4

DavidDi@E~DEIHR 3 Agnes & DG TR % & 5, Barry Westburg
58, " AD#HE% “consecration of the past™ LIEATWBIEY, —AD
KIEEER David BE S h BT > L RETOEE LHBLIL T3, Agnes &
DFEEETE & David DERIZHBL TV 301, HEHDDT LD L L
A oE LTI NI3EHESOIVBLABORBLA TS Fhi
“child-wife” Dora L T L/eRENEZ B3I LD -7 LORSET
H%, Dora Lt DFEBIEEE T, HELETEL, $3 LD X I n&EE2—F
TRELAZZHSH, BROOLALEIZVLEVLSIERE LBk
FENTVLDY, Dora L DFRER, BLHJ o bOTRAE» -, &
ZORBUCK T 245 S, David iREPPHAD OBALL L DB Z
FLITECEEAZTNIOTH 2,

Dora D3E#, David i Agnes L &L B RELHE L., TORER,
BRIFOKSREFEI- b DR OEINEZ V>, FLE Peggotty biEIR L >
TeBRETDH 2, L David Db DI s FL 7 DR 2P bicE
TR D, ROFICEbIbHELIXETWEOXE3 L, David B H
FOPEHEBOEHL, FHABBEADOBLEREDME o2, TDES
IC Agnes L OFREEid, WFEDOEE D FHE"a strong sense of the indoors
(as at the beginning), of the hearth, of unassailable occupancy...”
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(Westburg, p. 1072 D TH 3,

Z5 L TDavid B killy, 2R >LHERROREELEE S
Agnes LOBBICE > THRTAIENTELDOTH 3, SPHREFD
RRREehilHY, VEREORBLEFRDOI bIIHLLZEI DS ED
3, LU David BHEFRBU TS [RE] i, D276 F5L &
BREIONDZDNE, TOILREBATNTL TV EERODBGE, #ic
EoTRERBOAETH > EROBLHICRENTRDOATHIDTH
%,

Betsey {4 %t & ¥ 7:“Rookery” (BDF) w5 BROKF» S L
TEITH . MR B> THHOLD rook B—BPb LD TH 2, BD
MABERME—-FAbB5T, RABCREIVEY, #iC, §& Mr.
Murdstone O#GiE2 M5 ShTTERLEXH & b 2 David iz, BwR
BRZDERU P> TERLWIZEY —FOB®KT 2L 3138,
TH5, SOt R» SR 5T &7 Mr. Murdstone 3, R/NBHEIFTROW
ZRBLEFEDVI David DREBREOREFHENT 27D TH 2,

¥ 7. 4E David BB UVER 2N LF, O TOEERB-> ThLidh->
2o “Rookery” L WO BDHEEHE—-FRDLLEBT W, dOHHT&EL
BoTWlD?, BETEE JITEATY 2Dt "a poor lunatic gentle-
man” (Chap. XXII, p. 3202 D TH 3, TD[DE > /-#tiz, #hv> David
BPOTL T LS CBERICEY, PO BALTWwEDNE, 20D
3 David iC b > TIRBDO LD TH 3 i3 T OFHBHLDO B>, fh
LIRS TEEDLZVLDE L THIA N TOLIDIREAEL I L WL
553, FLTEDRMREZTDE EHAL X Agnes L ORBIFEFEETHES
ZHDILBERVENVZBDIS,

ZNTRIDE I CEEDZVBER, AE2FEKRLTVLIDIES S5,
David iC& > TR, BEEZWMVRET Z B AEOBME 7 BHENA
EVNBERBZ LD sl I iR, AEOBEBTDOLOEITHETH-
T3 ERE53d, HUEREEFHFLLTIBLTL IS Le ¥, BF
KERLES L LD, BELSOERTHS EFTVYIZ20ORMETH
5, LPLbhbhicREBRLABES L 2MERROB L%, ko
BOLDERDDIFE Z LIHERTH 2 5, Wiz David D:BED HRE
B, WEES>TEDIIREREFONEZITHABZI LT S,
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FTEOFELBOHY, BICrDE>2EBEEI THEIIATAHLE
S0 CAETHBRRTELEIKE, BOEROFEI TR THOMERKIC
Holee RO ZERB [HLEDLSLV] DR KD, 2 =L
BUTW:DTH5, Agnes iAWV TW S EIfR & BIEE, David D &
Eboixwn ] BEfFEL{FkbLTWE,

Mr. Wickfield D& 2R THIH T Agnes i e - TL#, David DBiz
B L OHIRIZED & %\, BACI 12 “serenity and happiness” £ D &
DRODOTH3, - BL DR H 25 % Canterbury DEf b, VERH
SEItELEERL AR,

Coming into Canterbury, I loitered through the old streets with a
sober pleasure that calmed my spirits, and eased my heart. ...

It appeared so long, since I had been a schoolboy there, that I
wondered the place was so little changed, until I reflected how little
I was changed myself. Strange to say, that quiet influence which
was inseparable in my mind from Agnes, seemed to pervade even
the city where she dwelt. ... I felt the same serener air, the same
calm, thoughtful, softening spirit. (Chap. XXXIX, p. 564)

D&% D Agnes b Canterbury O# b, David icBOEB*RU S EL2LO
Ko BwBANE, David BEL SREZ TEEL TRV LD EH £
BTWHEWSZETHB, 2 TEELEGNIER S wDiE, David 28
BABED I L 2PEHRALSREALED>TWRYL (“how little [
was changed myself”) L#2TWwAILThH2, BiCL->TIREDbLY
WIEIERBELZOTHS,

BIBREEVZ L David 29 ¢ BAUL S, BORWE L CE/ERL
TwsDTHS, Mr. Wickfield i3, Uriah Heep D#FHicid £ » TLSk
FTo»NEF>TLE o> T, David DFHMTHEOTLAEBE T 3,

Mr. Wickfield, left to Agnes, soon became more like his former
self....and had an evident pleasure in hearing us [David and
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Agnes] recall the little incidents of our old life, many of which he
remembered very well. He said it was like those times, to be alone
with Agnes and me again ; and he wished to Heaven they had never
changed. (Chap. XXXV, pp. 518-19)

Agnes BEBED BV 2 KPIC L Tvs#z, Dora & Steerforth 2% 72
COBFEET HICHLZEMOAEDL S AgnesD b E~fo Tz
David 348 2 Ah & 7z Diz“the unchanged drawing-room”7>7:D T
b2, BOEETHD I L 2ERMHIZ Agnes IZF 5, “I have found a
pleasure. . . while you have been absent, in keeping everything as it used
to be when we were children. For we were very happy then, I think.”
(Chap.LX,p.840) # LTI D [#cbixbDE, L THLERE-T] L
5 BER, Agnes 2213 TR DavidiC &> THLIELIERDESATY
B, WITUREREIDEFELEEITVEIONE, ZOBEZZ, HBNE
FRERDS ETA3RBLOMBEL>THRIDTH S,

Murdstone and Grinby & TORSNLZBLDZ L 2E2NIE, $o
EDBWTEFIEHITHL, £D% Canterbury @ Mr. Wickfield DRT
Agnes & 3IZB T U ERRIE, David ik > TR RS FCHb
TRV RV, LELEOE DBV, BOMBNERRIZLhIEY
BRLIb w3 Aok 3 ERWICEMTH 2, David R YFFEEREL T
LD &SRR TWB, “My school days! The silent gliding on my
existence —the unseen, unfelt progress of my life—from childhoocd up to
youth.” (Chap. XVIII, p. 265) FHFRTCHABERICRZ>LROI L%
BuHLTRDOLICE S,

That little fellow seems to be no part of me ;I remember him as
something left behind upon the road of life—as something 1 have
passed, rather than have actually been—and almost think of him as
of some one else. (Chap. XVII], p. 268)

HREL S EBUTYURERIE->TRRVWS, L LAEDOFEEL—FH
%, “unseen, unfelt"TH D, URKOBAB[AEDFAOTTRHERD K
LT&k), IBEALMADE S ZROT 3] BATHI ETHIE, 2D
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HOBDEERIBEDRIC L DL 5 2 BHEERIZUI LW D13 5 5,

HE iz Canterbury BHRO D Ui i 41528, David 23812 T b {2352
hEIN gentleman KBS L LS L b TEBH3 J. UL
“good” ([#R %)), “kind” (TF|EI%)) Lv - BWIRORERACRD
hTw3 David D—RBEZ WHADBIZ, bivbhii Steerforth x4 3
HEEERERSBATOIDOLRETOICIRVH RO THS, 20
& 5T @ o A0 ) BelLs, ARG RRB SR LIV ABVDTY,
HEOBVHMIZARI L b DL L THINTWS 0K, David o
BB E LSS >0 TH 2, David DOR%E, KL LS
FTHEDBE T 32D,

COD &5 David DFERZ B, BRCPEEE Lol g
. TRTREDLFLELHRBBICLEDL S CBboT Vw373 55,
WL > T—FFEd - 2B, b5 5 A Murdstone and Grinby & T
BILABLTH2, David iZ ZDBVHEEHOEH ~ELRD Fo1s &
H#ITWV3,

I now approach a period of my life, which I can never lose the
remembrance of, while I remember anything ; and the recollection
of which has often, without my invocation, come before me like a
ghost, and haunted happier times. (Chap. X, p. 150)

CO—fiiiz, bbb The Haunted Man (1848) D E AL Redlaw % 8
WEBIE¥Z, BEOTCRICHE ENELOSATLE L3RI,
Redlaw Db D LEBL TW 2305 TH 2 o The Haunted Man % David
Copperfield DRIFEIZBrNIz L3 2 L, MESICBE] L [Eun)
ORMEHBED EiFohTna Zr i ExE2hiX, David LiBEDOMES
F8®T 2 LT L Redlaw DR EREL TAHBZ Lid, ERRZ T
RV, TREIZ0ZADFRITI, 5 Dickens D ELZOBEICHT
3BuANLBIZ 207,

B DOBEDHRBED DT Dickens R OZFLAKDIZ, HETHBTO
BENZEHOZ L TH2, 20T L2, The Haunted Man Ti Redlaw
EVROETOLME L WEBFROBIALFESR L L TH#»n, David
Copperfield Tiz & D B #4691 Murdstone and Grinby & & v 5 TR
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BLTWL3, BEICKE Sh$T 7 Dickens £ U T Redlaw &, 30D [E
&3 icFEnigd &% L David DM}, YO L5 2@ S52 T
TIENTEBDIEALD B,

Wb okizii~t 5, David iZiX, Dickens % Redlaw iZED DT
WBLBEORIBRELBo VD TH 2, Redlaw p58FE 5 U EL
2L, BEAOEBEDIDADS [Boh/:B) LHEhZETIEH7
HOBRBLRBL &, David i3 WO TH3, [CEBO L i ]| REDE
BrARfTEE E>TVR2RTOLURFDRVHIZ, KBRZ David DA
FOEEG L EDTHRVLON, BHOBLRAZTHIE, SROFHLE
Wi b David I2 & > TREFFIL bOTRZ L, fitoBuHEBAEO LK
HO—HicTER VD TH 5, BE Mr. Micawber 3 Heep DESH % HiX
& David 7: 5 2B D & - 7B, B2 Mr. Micawber * DBE*HU
EDESWELS, “..1 felt devoutly thankful for the miseries of my
younger days which had brought me to the knowledge of Mr. Micawber.”
(Chap. LI, p. 761) T ZiCRoh 2 0ikifi% L OMBECMZ S, ZD&
SKEFERBEEHZVFLTLEY, BEOBDORERLSITE>TH
NIFEAZ > L RECRBREL TWBDTH 3, Redlaw DX DTEEIR,
HEERIZAZCALADTL 2 o708, David iBEDBD SO
THREDEFEFICANDI I ENTERLDTD S,

fAl#Ric Dickens D.LDES David iz BT 2 N TER WL, BEHIC
Dickens kb - 7: BBRECEMERDL L T 385313, FROBERICR
b3, RDF23IBCHLNBZBIDOUUREZZEOVWHTH S,

A child of excellent abilities, and with strong powers of observa-
tion, quick, eager, delicate, and soon hurt bodily or mentally, it
seems wonderful to me that nobody should have made any sign in
my behalf. (Chap. XI, p. 154)

L LIZRRBRONSBL 213, KAL L PRZ David icfil o bH L <
RWDTHS, L2 Dickens EAOHMBTHFRERIED, HOR
PESBRLAEGELZOWMAANAY L2 5, Dickens i3, David ®
YEEBELRNS, DA EhTIESORVEBEE - TLESID
72, B& ¢ David L WHRE%2ED T, BAOBMNORIOLLALDOTSH
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%a

Jerome Hamilton Buckley D35i#i& % D David 2 Dickens ®“coun-
terpart” T % > T“double” Tk % \3,® David & Dickens iz §ID A& % %
ATV DTH D, David i Dickens D & 3 B8EDE 5 BHEL L TH
B L iRV, %7 David 28 Dickens ®“favourite child™® T# - 7=
CELROWHTLEND D, BETIRBR (BRICAVDOF] 10id, B
ROBERTLOTHS, ARCIIHbEM ST L%, TOFICELR L
3 T 3BT BRIZ 2V, T 5 LT Dickens i David 0.l iz il L35
bEROMWISIIL, BOBOAEERWBRILLDICLIZLELONED
TH3,

BEsTEI &S, @2 BB LFEOERGE b, David D ABICIE
BESZTORBOTHS, BRAXEEIED, 2RIV EES
Twd, LLBEDLOBBTH 3Bz, BOMBNLESEICILE
ROZVLODTH oL, D N BOBER, WEORMLOHAYT, »
PURRERICTERVOTHZ, BELASEY, BRROIEELER
L%O¢KW§91L§§DMMﬁﬁ}%%ﬁﬁf#%ﬁbﬁﬁﬂ%f%
B zEFMEE->TWE I RDOTHS, L LBAXRORBLHSEI M
OEBLEZ Tt bdrrbs ¥, REEIRBOLEENLD, kRriE
BT3 L CHECHRHELLDIES 55,

6

David iZ & > THZ%®“Personal History” % #v>7: H0iz, @F DL
VHLEHTMO»II S Z L TREM o7, Stanley Friedman i,
David ® B{Z i “effective therapy”® D@BE BRI LTV ELTW 3,
ULHLINnEgCRTE L5, Davidid BRORIELED - L TF
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The Denial of Absolute Truth :
Henry James’s The Turn of the Screw

Seiichi Nakai

SYNOPSIS

Whether the ghosts in The Turn of the Screw really exist or not
has been the main issue in this novel’s critical history. Yet, a thorough
reading of the story in consideration of James's arts of the first person
point of view reveals that the governess’s statements are groundless
and full of contradictions and that James has deliberately made the
story read as a mere ghost story. Nevertheless, he never disclosed his
own explanation of the story and entrusted the interpretation of it to
the reader. These facts lead us to conclude that he had the attitude of
seeing the world relatively—of the denial of absolute truth. James’s
real intention is to present to us a truth through the eyes of a young
woman,

I

Henry James's The Turn of the Screw is a problem novel. It is
because the work has been variously interpreted since the publication.
On the whole the controversy is divided into two schools. Supported by
Freudian theory, one takes the ground that the ghosts are noihing but
hallucinations created by the governess’s neurosis. The other takes the
ground that the ghosts are real and described as evil, and the story itself
is a Christian allegory, though there are some critics in the school who
do not interpret it allegorically, such as Alexander Jones. Thus the
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greatest issue of the controversy is whether the ghosts are really
existent. As a matter of fact, it is not only impossible but also
meaningless to interpret the work without giving any decision to the
issue, for James’s intention seems to be just at the point.

In this paper I try to reinterpret the work from the standpoint of
the hallucination theory and prove that the ghosts belong only to the
governess.

I

First of all, what we must keep in mind is that this story is of the
heroine’s own note and written in the first person. It is unthinkable to
interpret this work without those facts. It seems that James makes the
best use of the effect of the first person narration.

The first person is, of course, the point of view that the narrator
himself appears in the story and narrates the happenings as one of the
characters. It is an important principle that he, as limited to his own
eyes, can not describe other characters’ minds. But in trying to take the
principle into consideration in actual interpretation of works, a problem
will come about. It is how directly we should receive what the narrator
says, judges and conjectures. The greater part of readers who are
unaware of such arts of fiction, nay, even some critics who know them,
are inclined to believe what the narrator relates as it is. Readers
usually do it conventionally and automatically. Moreover it is also true
that most writers describe their narrators’ sayings all as reliable. For
example, when the narrator conjectures a certain character’s mind and
says that he had doubt on it at the time, the description is taken as
truth ; that is, “he really had doubt on it,” unless the conjecture is
corrected by any utterance of misunderstanding. It may be because the
most fundamental principle of the author-omniscience point of view
found in myths and legends is deeply rooted in our- spiritual function.
Regarding, however, in real meaning—realistically—the principle of
being unable to describe other characters’ minds, the narrator’s descrip-
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tion in conjecturing another person’s mind is not completely believable.
Because the narrator himself is a human and can not always read
others’ minds correctly. Conversely speaking, in the first person narra-
tive where all descriptions of conjecturing other characters’ minds are
taken as right, the narrator must be God.

James seems very conscious of such a principle of the first person
point of view. We can say that in this regard he keeps his fundamental
view of novel found in the phrase : “The only reason for the existence
of a novel is that it does attempt to represent life.” To “represent life”
may be interpreted here as the attitude of attaching the real human
nature to the characters in the story. To his early works, such as A
Bundle of Letters and The Point of View, the principle is already
applied. Now I will take up the former to illustrate it.

Several Americans, Englishmen, Germans and Frenchmen are
sojourning with their respective purpose under the same roof of a
boarding house in Paris. The boarding house is also a kind of school for
foreigners to learn French in. The situation there and their relationship
and ways of thinking are brought to light by their letters. This novel
is written in the form of letter which the first person is employed in, and
by disclosing all the boarders’ letters, as many points of view are given
us. We can catch a glimpse of their real aspects by finding out
discrepancies in their estimation and observation of others in their
letters. Each letter shows his own world view and the experience of life
he has had, but they are limited and full of misunderstandings. It is
typically shown in the letters of Miranda Hope, a young and active girl,
who has, to say in Jamesian way, American innocence, and who is
traveling “to acquire the language and to see Europe™ for herself. She
is hardly aware of other boarders’ estimate of her, and her observations
of them also are almost wide of the mark. For example, she takes a
French man, who is in reality a flirt, for a refined gentleman. It is
natural that we should not be able to believe Miranda, one of the
narrators. We do not see in her letters the real aspects, but a world
through the eyes of a woman, Miranda. It is clear that James is
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conscious of the limit of recognition in the first person point of view.

What becomes another problem here is that, unlike A Bundle of
Letters, the main part of The Turn of the Screw is made up of only the
governess’s note. It is impossible for us to use the way of comparing
several points of view. We feel bewildered as if fronting one of
Miranda's letters and ask ourselves if we can trust this “young, untried,
nervous” (155)° girl as a narrator. Besides, what is more complicated,
she seems to be, in Oscar Cargill’s phrase, a “pathological liar.”* As the
Freudian critics point out, she is justifying herself unconsciously if not
merely by sex-repression. However, unconscious lies are decisively
different from conscious ones in that they clearly have contradictions
caused by unconsciously distorting the reality. She skillfully narrates
and rationalizes her words and deeds in some places, but in others she
completely fails to do so. To be sure, James had a “marvelous under-
standing of human psychology”® and spreads all over the story with
surprising subtlety a network of foreshadows which suggests that her
statement are inconsistent.

it

Deduced from James'’s principle of the first person point of view,
the governess’s narrative is a world through her eyes. It is her fantasy
employing a reality of Bly as a frame. In this chapter I try to induce
the principle by illustrating how the governess's words are filled with
contradictions and distort the reality.

To begin with, 1 point out heroism, as the explanation of the
governess's ghost-creation, which H. C. Goddard excellently mentions.®
She is a young, unexperienced and nervous girl from a country parson's
family. Having known that she could not stand the strict conditions,
the “serious duties” (155) and “really great loneliness” of her first job,
she succumbed to the master’s attraction and undertook it. She had
fallen in love with him. Love for him and the serious duties give her a
nervous breakdown. The unattainable love confines her emotion into
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mind, and with her romantic disposition the hidden love takes shape of
heroism. She wants the master to know her bravery and loyalty.
Nothing happens in reality, so she fosters a story in her imagination.
But she carries it in the real world unconsciously. The death of her
predecessor, Miles’s expulsion from school and slight knowledge of the
existence of a vile man become a suggestion of the evil in Bly and some
objectivity for realizing her inner story. That is, a hero and heroine are
already set ; the villain is the rest to be required. What she needs is the
situation in which she can play an active part as a heroine of self-
sacrifice for the master. And she herself does not recognize it on the
level of her consciousness.

The strongest motivation of the ghost-creation is the heroism. In
the story can be found the descriptions which she herself gives:

I was in these days literally able to find a joy in the extraordi-
nary flight of heroism the occasion demanded of me. I now saw
that I had been asked for a service admirable and difficult ; and
there would be a greatness in the right quarter ! —that I could
succeed where many another girl might have failed. (199)

In her romantic imaginaton, nothing is more befitting to a dramatic
heroine than she on the occasion. She is a “mistress” (159) of Bly, which
is “a castle of romance inhabited by a rosy sprite” (163) ; she is here “to
protect and defend the little creatures in the world the most bereaved
and the most loveable” (199) for the master. Arriving at Bly, she is
fascinated by the wonderful state in which she is placed. But next day
she, after much thought, feels “a slight oppression” (162). However, the
oppression is, in reality, anything but slight. It is shown by this
sentence : “Regular lessons, in this agitation, certainly suffered some
wrong...” (163). She expresses her anxiety : “I had the fancy of our
being almost as lost as a handful of passengers in a great drifting ship.
Well, I was strangely at the helm!” (164). Her mind is vacillating
between the romantic fancy and the real anxiety. Miles’s entrance
gives impetus to her romanticism. He is “incredibly beautiful” (171),
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and “everything but a sort of passion of tenderness for him was swept
away by his presence.” But then she says, “I was under a charm
apparently. . .” (172). We should note her word “charm.” The ambiguity
is intended: she is attracted by his beauty but is also giving a fore-
shadow of the evil spirit’s influence on him.

In such circumstances, the governess first sees a man on top of the
tower. It is, as Wilson points out, when she is thinking of her master.’
She is taking a walk, thinking:*“[I]t would be as charming as a
charming story suddenly to meet some one.... I only asked that he
should know. ..” (175). And just at the time her imagination “in a flash,
turned real.” Though it is not her master, a man is standing on the
tower, she says. Yet, her statement only makes us doubt the actuality
of the event. She relates that the man fixes her from the battlement
“quite long” (177) and later he changes his place, “looking at me [her]
hard all the while.” “During this transit,” she says, “he never took his
eyes from me” (178). But, it is extremely unnatural that one can see the
movement of the eyes of a person “through the fading light” in a
distance “too far apart to call to each other.” It is her own time that she
was taking a walk, that is ; “the hour when, for my pupils, tea-time and
bed-time having come and gone” and “when. . . the day lingered and the
last calls of the last birds sounded, in a flushed sky, from the old trees.”
Judging from these descriptions, it must be darker than she implies, by
the words “the clear twilight” (176), that it is light around there.
Nevertheless, she says with emphasis, “I saw him as I see the letters I
form on this page...” (177). Such contradiction is disclosed when she
later tells Mrs. Grose about the state of this affair. In answer to the
question of when she saw him, the governess says, “At this same hour”
(189). And when Mrs. Grose says, “Almost at dark,” she answers in a
flurry, “Oh no, not nearly. 1 saw him as [ see you.”

As Leon Edel argues that “[t]he young lady...always has an
abundance of ‘certitude,’”® she emphasizes and certifies at all times.
Such tendency is typically manifested when the governess sees the
ghost of Quint in the dining-room and goes to the place where he was,
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only to find nothing. She remarks, “He was there or was not there : not
there if I didn't see him” (185). Where is such a certitude from? It is
from her inner self which knows the ghost belongs to only her fantasy.
Similarly, before her first sight of a female ghost by the lake, she says
as if she already knew what she would see now:“There was no
ambiguity. .. in the conviction | from one moment to another found
myself forming as to what I should see straight before me...” (201). In
short, in her fantasy the plot of the story is planned in that way.
Therefore, she finally says, “I faced what I had to face” (202; emphasis
added).

Here let us come to the scene where the governess first sees the female
ghost. She sits down with a piece of work and Flora is playing alone before
her. The governess begins “to take in with certitude and yet without direct
vision the presence, a good way off, of a third person” (201). But she
declares that it is absolutely not one of the men about the place. She
waits wondering if Flora will see it and utter some cry, but nothing
happens. Then the governess says:

I was determined by a sense that within a minute all spontane-
ous sounds from her had dropped, and. .. by the circumstance
that also within the minute she had, in her play, turned her
back to the water. (202)

She insists that “there is something more dire in this. . . than anything”
she has to relate, because it shows to her that Flora is already aware
of the presence of it. However, she, in reality, does not see that Flora
“turned her back to the water.” Notice what follows the quoted
sentence, it reads: “This was her attitude when I at last looked at
her....” The governess only imagines her movement. Her eloquence
should mislead our sense of logic.

Flora’s action of putting a stick into a hole in a flat piece of wood
is, as Wilson indicates, a suggestion of sex repression, and reminds the
governess of the relation between Quint and Jessel in her imagination.
She knows that Quint was fond of “young and pretty” girls and “much
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too free” (196), and surmises from Mrs. Grose's hesitating way of
speaking that he had an intimate intercourse with her predecessor.
Remember her statement after extracting the information on Quint
from Mrs. Grose : “I myself had kept back nothing, but there was a
word Mrs. Grose had kept back” (198). To be sure, she is remarkably
keen of such a thing. And this fact indeed coincides with Wilson's
theory that she is a “thwarted Anglo-Saxon spinster” and a person
“shut out from love, condemned to peep at other people’s activities and
to speculate about them rather barrenly.”*®* The governess interprets
Flora’s play, which is really innocent, as an evil action by which Flora
tries to suggest to her the intercourse between Quint and Jessel. She
concludes that Flora must naturally have seen the woman, and
exclaims to Mrs. Grose, “They [children] know—it's too monstrous:
they know, they know ! ” (203) Later the governess emphasizes her keen
intuition :

It seems to me indeed, in raking it all over, that by the time the
morrow’s sun was high I had restlessly read into the facts
before us almost all the meaning they were to receive from
subsequent and more cruel occurrences. (198)

However, in reality, what she has “read into” is nothing but a relation-
ship between Quint and Jessel. The reader whose point of view has
overlapped with hers is given, by help of plausibility of her interpreta-
tions, the impression that she has such a keen intuition that one can
trust all her conjectures.

The governess's neurotic inclination has been gradually increasing
since the affair at the lake. She begins to see the ghosts at night.
Though she is now comforted with the extraordinary childish grace”
{217) of the children, the grace is still, to her, “under the shadow of the
possibility that it was studied” (218). She wonders if the children
become aware of what she thinks “strange things about them” (217).
And sometimes she embraces them tightly “by irresistible impulse.”
Although she feels their innocence, she is still suspicious of its being
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beguilement. But then what has become of her certitude and that
interpretation of Flora's insinuation? She hardly believes her own
certitude. She feels what she thinks about them to be “strange.” Her
inner self knows that what she thinks is but a fantasy. But she will not
bring it into consciousness. If she does, she has to admit that she is no
more than a “poor protectress” (218) or “a bad governess” (219). She
must be a heroine who will save the children to the last for her beloved.
We can say that her dilemma at this point is between the inner need and
the conscience. And it causes a serious neurosis. She wants to give
herself to the imagination, but her ego which knows what she thinks to
be only a fantasy prevents her doing so.* The reason why she always
believes “absolutely” is not only that she tries to make her reader
accept her interpretations, but also that she herself endeavors to believe
her words. She thus requires objective facts for herself as well as for
the reader. One of the most convincing is the proof that the children
have contact with the ghosts at night.

One night, she has a faint sense “of there being something undefina-
bly astir in the house” (221), goes out of the room and finds the figure of
Quint under the stairs. Here, too, she is “fixed” by him “in the cold faint
twilight” (222). But the passage was dark enough for her candle to
make “little impression” (221). Besides “a glimmer in the high glass” is
an only light given here when Quint appears. She seems to confront the
ghost again in the very dark place. Coming back to the room, she finds
Flora out of the bed. Though Flora excuses herself later, the governess
says firmly, “I absolutely believed she lied...” (225).

On the eleventh night after that, she experienced the “sharpest
shock” (227). Flora gets up again and peers out of the window into the
night. The governess jumps at a conclusion : “She was face to face with
the apparition we had met at the lake, and could now communicate
with it as she had not then been able to do” (228). For the purpose of
making sure of who it is that Flora is lookong at, the governess steels
out of the room, creeps into a downstairs room and looks out of the
window. She finds Miles in the garden. Then the governess says:
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[A] person [Miles] ...stood there motionless and as if
fascinated, looking up to where I had appeared—looking, that
is, not so much straight at me as at something that was
apparently above me. There was clearly another person above
me—there was a person on the tower. ... (229)

Here she is clearly trying to remind the reader of the ghost of Quint she
saw on the tower before. When Flora was peering out of the window,
the governess suggested Flora's secret meeting with Jessel ;but on
finding that the suggestion was wrong and the person in the garden was
not Jessel but Miles ; she, this time, tries to relate Miles with Quint. At
this point, strange to say, Flora’s existence seems to disappear out of
the governess’s consciousness. Despite of having come to search for
Flora’s partner, she by no means makes an appropriate conjecture that
a person at whom Miles is looking up may not be one on the tower but
Flora upstairs. Rather, we can point out that she purposely chose the
room which is located in the downstairs of Flora's room as well as in
the lower part of the tower. By thus leaving the door open for doubt,
the governess produces a mysterious atmosphere around the circum-
stances, at the same time makes herself believe in the ghost. Bringing
Miles back into the house, she thinks this case as “a sharp trap” (232)
for the boy ; but immediately she comes in his room, she begins to think
that he knows everything and has rather made her “in a cleft stick”
{233). In answer to her question of why he did such a folly, Miles says
that it is for the purpose of letting her think him bad “for a change”
(234), and talks about the device of their mischief : “I arranged that with
Flora.” Having listened to his explanation, she says, “It was I who fell
into the trap!” However, what “trap” in the world is there? There is
only a childish mischief here. But she thinks that Miles has “given
exactly the account of himself” as if he had the devil —like shrewdness.
Note that her assertion of the children’s communicating with the ghosts
is entirely groundless;she only presses her interpretations on their
normal actions.
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with the ghosts, but now Mrs. Grose begins to have a little doubt on her
sayings and to feel anxious about her. It is directly shown in such an
utterance as this: “Lord, you do change !” (236). In the eleventh chapter,
her words to the governess are no more than questions and exclama-
tion. It is not until the governess says that the ghosts will lure the
children into death that Mrs. Grose seriously expresses her opinion :
“Their uncle must do the prevention” (239). But she opposes the offer
and imagines the master’s response.

(H]is derision, his amusement, his contempt for the breakdown
of my resignation at being left alone and for the fine machinery
I had set in motion to attract his attention to my slighted
charms. (240)

This description is taken up by some critics and employed as an
effective proof of their hallucination theory. In short, she here raises
her unconscious need up to the surface of consciousness. However, the
most important part in this scene is rather the following utterance : “As
I'm not a fiend, at any rate, I shouldn’t take him in.” If the children are
really imperiled, it will be the right measure, as Mrs. Grose says, to call
for the master. But the governess states that she shouldn’t take him in.
The words reveal that she herself admits what she narrates to be false.
She is not aware of the contradiction, at least, on the level of conscious-
ness. However, hearing it, Mrs. Grose is pursued by uneasiness and
grasps the governess’s arm, saying, “Make him at any rate come to
you” (239). It is clear that Mrs. Grose should not believe her “absolute-
ly.”

The drama proceeds to the climax. To use her words, “the
catastrophe was precipitated” (249). It begins when Miles says on the
way to church on a Sunday morning, “[Wlhen in the world, please, am
I going back to school ?” She calls the utterance “a revolution.” Yes,
it is just a revolution to her. Here she already loves him. She has found
in the relationship with Miles a substitute for the unsatisfied love for the
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master. Later she tells Miles that he has never referred to the subject
of school. But as a matter of fact the reason why he has not is that she
has never mentioned of it. She did not want to bring it into conversa-
tion. If she had done so, Miles might have been moved by craving for
school—friends and for seeing “more life” (251) and have left her. She
was afraid of that. She once said, “I was content for the time not to
open the question [of school], and that contentment must have sprung
from the sense of his perpetually striking show of cleverness” (219). She
wants to keep him at hand. So, once attacked by his revolution, she is
badly agitated. She remarks, “The whole thing was virtually out
between us” (250). Though agreeing with Miles who wants to be
“getting on,” she exclaims, “Oh, but I felt helpless!” Miles is just
stating his frank feelings humanly, besides he is kind enough to care
about her by saying, “Ah, of course she’s a jolly ‘perfect’ lady....” But
she can not but think that he is playing with her feeling as if he had the
cruelty given by the evil spirits.

When Miles tells her that he will call for his uncle to ask him to go
back to school, her shock attains the peak. She herself knows it a
solution which she really desires to bring on, but she can not break the
promise with the master. “[NJ]o one knew—how proud I had been to
serve him and to stick to our terms...” (240). She is here placed in a
dilemma between the desire to meet the master and the wish to fulfill
their terms. Put in a great quandary, she tries to get away from the
house. When coming into the classroom to take her belongings, she sees
Jessel again. Then the governess finds in her appearance “her haggard
beauty and her unutterable woe” (257). The ghost can be, however,
regarded as a shadow of her own. She describes the state of things on
that occasion.

Seated at my own table in the clear noonday light I saw a
person whom, without my previous experience, I should have
taken at the first blush for some housemaid who might have
stayed at home to look after the place and who, availing



40

herself of rare relief from observation and of the schoolroom
table and my pens, ink and paper, had applied herself to the
considerable effort of a letter to her sweet heart. There was
an effort in the way that, while her arms rested on the table,
her hands, with evident weariness, supported her head. . . . (256-
257)

This figure overlapped with that of the governess who desires to write
to her imaginary sweetheart, the master, but knows it impossible. The
governess cries to the figure, “You terrible miserable woman!” dis-
appears, and she feels that she must stay.

She has determined to make the last bet at this time. It is to
translate her fantasy into reality willy-nilly. She has found there was
absolutely no way out of the situation. If left to himself, Miles will call
for his uncle and ask him to return to school. It means not only the
bankruptcy of her relationship with the master but also the loss of
Miles. To prevent him from doing so, she announces to Mrs. Grose and
Miles that she herself will write to the master. But it is later revealed,
by Miles’s reading her letter surreptitiously and finding that nothing is
written, that her announcement is nothing but a makeshift.

That night she goes out of her room with “endless obsession” {262)
to Miles's rcom, where they talks about his school. She feels him to be
“some wistful patient in a children’s hospital” (263) and says, “I would
have given. .. all I possessed on earth really to be the nurse or the sister
of charity who might have helped to cure him.” Her heroism focuses on
Miles, at least, here. She seems to be going to make up, as it were, a
love drama with him. She treats him as if he were “an older person,”
“an intelligent equal” (264). Embracing and kissing him, she is asked to
let him alone and flinches. But she justifies herself by saying, “I felt that
merely, at this, to turn my back on him was to abandon or, to put it
more truly, lose him” (266). Now nothing is more dreadful for her than
to “lose him.”

Next day, the governess is asked by Miles to listen to his piano play
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after lunch. During the play Flora goes somewhere. Though Mrs.
Grose and she look for Flora in the house, she is nowhere to be found.
The governess declares that Flora has gone out and says, “She’s with
her” (271). And later Flora is found by the lake as she said. The
governess insists that Miles has distracted her attention from Flora in
the “infernal” way ; that is, by having her fascinated by his piano play.
However, considering the situation carefully, we find that the governess
so left her alone that Flora went there. “I've always been sure she
wanted to go back alone” (274). Judging from this statement of the
governess, Flora seems to be fond of playing by the lake. The govern-
ess must have thought that if she pretends to be fascinated by Miles’s
piano play and leaves Flora alone, she is sure to go to play alone by the
lake. “He... played as he had never played. . .” (269), says the governess
about Miles’s piano play. But there is no doubt that she was not much
attracted by his play, if we become aware of her cool observation in the
following words : “[I]f there are those who think he had better have
been kicking a football I can only say that 1 wholly agree with them.”
Then why did she get Flora to go to the lake? It is because the
governess tries to acquire the supreme objective proof—the witness of
others, here, of Mrs. Grose—in order to make the last bet ; that is, her
forcing realization of the fantasy. She has arranged the stage for the
purpose. Here the governess is wholly giving herself to the fantasy.

First she regains Mrs. Grose’s confidence and relief by announcing
that she will call for the master. Next, she lets Flora go to the lake and
hints Mrs. Grose that Flora has gone to see Jessel. Though Mrs. Grose
can not still believe it, she is pursued by uneasiness because Flora is not
to be found. To her mind may have occured the utterance the governess
has said before that the ghosts can “destroy them” (238). Not knowing
what to do, Mrs. Grose follows her. And they find Flora playing alone
by the lake as the governess “predicted.” Mrs. Grose's confidence may
be now at the zenith. The governess should not lose this chance. At the
time the governess sees Jessel again.
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I remember, strangely, as the first feeling now produced in me,
my thrill of joy at having brought on a proof. She was there,
so I was justified ; she was there, so I was neither cruel nor
mad. She was there for poor scared Mrs. Grose.... (278;
emphasis added)

However, naturally, her fantasy is no more than that and must collapse
before reality. She is to receive Mrs. Grose's reply : “What a dreadful
turn, to be sure, Miss! Where on earth do you see anything ?” (280).
The governess still tries to acquire her testimony.

“You don't see her exactly as we see ? —you mean to say you
don’t now—now ? She's as big as a blazing fire! Only look,
drearest woman, look—!"”

In this cry we can hear a pathetic tone of the governess who wishes for
the objectivity for her story and wants to make her heroism public.
Here her neurosis has come up to fair degree. After all, Mrs. Grose can
see nothing. The governess feels her situation “horribly crumble.” She
has lost the last bet.

Flora cries with fear, and Mrs. Grose takes her back to the house.
Having lay there and wailed, she also comes back home. On the way,
she finds that the boat for crossing the lake is gone, and remarks, “I had
a fresh reflexion to make on Flora's extraordinary command of the
situation” (283). But we, who already know that Flora was taken away
by Mrs. Grose, can be aware that the governess has lost her normal
judgement. In the house she finds that Flora's belongings have been
already transferred out of her room. “[I]n spite. .. of the deeper depths
of consternation. ..,” she strangely says at this time, “there was liter-
ally, in the ebbing actual, an extraordinarily sweet sadness.” Why
“extraordinarily sweet” ? It is not that she has mounted to the height
of insanity. To be sure, she lost her bet, and her ego is considerably hit
but has not broken down. It has not lost its reality principle yet, though
almost under the control of pleasure principle.!? And the object of her
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need, by failure of the bet, which is just the breakdown of the love
drama with her master, now converges into a single point—Miles.

1 saw neither of them [Flora and Mrs. Grose] on my return,
but on the other hand I saw, as by an ambiguous compensation,
a great deal of Miles. I saw—I can use no other phrase—so
much of him that it fairly measured more than it had ever
measured. (283)

She failed to get the objectivity of her story, but on the other hand she
obtained a possibility of sending Flora and Mrs. Grose away from her,
more correctly, her and Miles. Just at the time she feels “an extraordi-
narily sweet sadness.”

That night, when she is immersed in thought, Miles comes in and
takes a seat by her silently. Though she, reading his mind, states that
he wanted to be with her, it is rather the projection of her own feeling.
Next morning, Mrs. Grose comes in her room and tells her that Flora
is sick in bed, with saying that she never wants to see the governess. As
the result of reflections the governess says to Mrs. Grose firmly, “It’s
you who must go. You must take Flora” (287).

“Away from here. Away from them. Away, even most of
all, now, from me. Straight to her uncle.”

“Only to tell on you—?"

“No, not ‘only’! To leave me, in addition, with my
remedy.” ... “And what is your remedy?”

“Your loyalty, to begin with. And then Miles's.”

If I show what she really means in this scene by using her words, it will
be like this : Most of all, you must take Flora away from me and leave
me with my remedy, Miles. “Get off with his sister,” at last she says,
“as soon as possible and leave me with him alone.” What she desires
is now clear. Thus she tries to realize her dream of heroism, in the
situation of her being with Miles alone. Having driven the nuisance for
her fantasy, she becomes “very grand and very dry” (293) as a heroine.
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Now she is no “poor protectress” but the “mistress” of Bly completely.

To mark, for the house, the high state I cultivated I decreed
that my meals with the boy should be served, as we called it,
downstairs ; so that I had been awaiting him in the ponderous
pomp of the room. ... (295)

When the maid is serving before her and Miles, the governess describes
her feeling as follows:

We continued silent while the maid was with us—as silent, it
whimsically occured to me, as some young couple who, on their
wedding-journey, at the inn, feel shy in the presence of the
waiter. (297)

This is the passage that Wilson also quoted, and it is convincing that
the indication of the governess’s love for Miles is, seen from this
context, anything but erratic.

The conditions are all set ; she proceeds to the “catastrophe.” Now
her mind is almost overwhelmed by the unconscious need. The govern-
ess anticipates that Flora will go to see her uncle and give him to know
that the governess is “the lowest creature” (286). She also understands
that their terms and reliant relation will be broken and she will com-
pletely lose the original object of her heroism. So, now her ego is in
collusion with her need. The fundamental role of the ego dispas-
sionately watching the reality is now working for her need. However,
the conscious is still functioning somehow, When she asks Miles if he
really wants to go out of Bly and Miles answers “Awfully” (301), she
remarks, “I was just nearly reaching port, a perverse horror of what 1
was doing.” But it has no effect of hindering the need any more. The
fear of losing her fantasy and object of heroism has forced her neurosis
to advance to the irretrievable extent.

The governess again questions Miles about the reason for his
expulsion from school. He obediently confesses that it is because he
said “things,” which should not have been said, to a few friends. Then
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“the appalling alarm of his being perhaps innocent” (307) comes to her.
She continues, “[1]f he were innocent what then on earth was I? " This
is the last intervention of her conscience. She asks him what the
“things” he said to his friends were. Just at the time the governess sees
Quint again. She cries, “No more, no more, no more!” (308). Though
the utterance is described as being given to Quint, it is, in fact, to Miles.
She does not want to hear his answer, because her conscience knows
that he is innocent. Here she suppresses her conscience to perfection
and gives herself to her need wholly. Miles mentions the name of Quint
at this time. She concludes that it is exactly his “surrender,” and
exclaims, “What does he matter now, my own? —what will he ever
matter ? I have you...” (309). She hugs him, but after a while she finds
his little heart stopped. Wilson holds that Miles has been literally
frightened to death by the governess.”® Yet, it is, to be sure, unnatural,
as Jones points out, that a child should die because somebody points out
the existence of the ghost.!* But she here remarks: “I caught him, I
held him—it may be imagined with what a passion...” (emphasis
added). Judging from this description, it can be taken that the govern-
ess smothered him. She wants to have him to herself ; she hugged him
with full strength and suffocated him to death. Thus the “catastrophe”
is over.

By thus examining the story in detail, we can see how the govern-
ess's statement is filled with contradictions, and that her conjectures
and interpretations of other characters’ sayings and doings are not
backed by any facts at all. Clearly, James has constructed this story
with marvelous ingenuity.

VI

James has not given any clear explanation of the work in his
comments on it and in the refutations to critics. It seems that he has
deliberately avoided doing so and left it ambiguous. That attitude is
directly shown in the following comment on the work :
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Only make the reader's general vision of evil intense
enough. . ., and his own experience, his own imagination, his
own sympathy (with the children) and horror (of their false
friends) will supply him quite sufficiently with all the particu-
lars. Make him think the evil, make him think it for
himself. ... *

We can say that he has entrusted the interpretation of the story to the
reader. This work is clearly, as I have mentioned, not a mere ghost
story but the governess’s psychological drama. Nevertheless, I must say
that James designed it to be taken, when ordinarily read, as a ghost
story. Therefore the work has brought about so many interpretations.
Then what the intentional duality of the story shows? As a significant
key to the question, the moral problem can be taken up. For example,
the sexual suggestion of Flora’s playing with some pieces of wood by
the lake is not accidental but sufficiently calculated, as I stated in the
last chapter. However, if it had been made public in the Victorian
society of the day, he would have surely taken great reaction. More-
over, the governess has driven the child to death according to the hidden
love and her own need. People in those days can not have admitted such
human psychology in public. But James could confront and admit the
complexity and wonder of human psychology and desires behind the
Victorian mask. If they are parts of human nature, it is the “freedom
of choice” ¥ for the novelist to take up them as a theme of his work.
Criticizing the state of his contemporary novels, James remarks:
“There is the great difference. . . between what they talk of in conversa-
tion and what they talk of in print. The essence of moral energy is to
survey the whole field....” ' “There are certain things,” he continues,
saying, “which it is generally agreed not to discuss, not even to mention,
before young people. That is very well, but the absence of discussion
is not a symptom of the moral passion.” By choosing this theme, as the
novelist who has “freedom,” and offering it in the from of work, we can
say, James has tried to “survey the whole field” with “the moral
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passion.” And he takes the freedom of the reader into consideration as
well. It is just the way of giving the interpretation into the hands of the
reader. His purpose can be achieved only when the most attentive
readers are able to open the massive door of James’s concealment and
to read his real story.

However the problem does not stop here. When his art of the first
person point of view adds to those matters ; the freedom of the novel,
the freedom of interpretation and the duality of the story, we can be
aware that all of them are pointing in a single direction—relativity of
the world. That leads me to the conviction that James had attitude of
denial of absolute truth. We can see the world only through a filter of
our own. If the filter is soiled, the distortion of the real life will come
about. All we can do is to make the distortion flatter as much as
possible by our intentional effort. However if we can not realize the
distortion on our consciousness and are controlled by the dark power of
unconsciousness, how can we know the reality ? The governess’s case is
an exquisite example of it. And James seems not necessarily to blame
her. He knew that man has, more or less, some distortion on his filter
and sees the world respectively differently. Good experiences may help
us prevent the distortion to some degree, but “[e]xperience is never
limited, and it is never complete....”'* Her case is nothing but an
extreme, though not allowable, but understandable one. Therefore he
makes Douglas say, “she was a most charming person, ... a most
agreeable woman. ..” (149). He must have thought that her story is not
a false, but a truth to herself. When an accident happens, no one can
obtain the absolute truth about it however one seeks after it. Every
witness talks from his own point of view, and the accumuration of it
makes us take a glance at what seems to be the truth. Yet, it is not the
absolute truth, but what seems to be that. James seems to tell us that
truth has some levels and we can not take hold of complete, absolute
truth. The real horror of this story may be said to be the horror of
inpalpable truth.
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1 Henry James, “The Art of Fiction,” in Theory of Fiction : Henry James, ed.
James E. Miller, Jr. (University of Nebraska Press, 1972), p. 30.

2 Henry James, A Bundle of Letters, vol. X1V of The Novels and Tales of Henry
James (New York : Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1936), p. 482 ; hereafter cited as New
York Edition.

3 The Turmn of the Screw, vol. XII of New York Edition, p. 115. All page
references designated by Arabic number are to this edition. The citations from
the same page as the previous ones do not have page references.

4 Oscar Cargill, “Henry James as Freudian Pioneer,” in A Casebook on Henry
James's “The Turn of the Screw,” ed. Gerald Willen (New York : Thomas Y.
Corowell Co., 1967), p. 228 ; hereafter cited as A Casebook.

5 Cargill, p. 227.

6 Harold C. Goddard, “A Pre-Freudian Reading of The Turn of the Screw,” in
Henry James : “The Turn of the Screw” : An Authonitative Text and Background
and Sources : Essays in Criticism, ed. Robert Kimbrough (New York :W. W.
Norton & Co., 1966), p. 223 ; hereafter cited as Essays.

7 Edmund Wilson, “The Ambiguity of Henry James,” in A Casebook, p. 116.

8 Leon Edel, “The Point of View,” in Essays, p. 231.

9 Wilson, p. 121. He concludes at the end of the interpretation of the story that “it
is a variation on one of his [James's] familiar themes : the thwarted Anglo-Saxon
spinster ; we remember unmistakable cases of women in James's fiction who
deceive themselves and others about the origins of their aims and emotions.”

10 Wilson, p. 126.

11 1have partly adopted Freud's theory in the interpretation. But I should say that
if we have keen observation enough to be aware of her contradictions, the theory
is, of course, needless for us to interpret this story. It must not be forgotten that
this is only a help by which we can more easily get the meaning of the story. The
following explanations of the terms are my reproductions of the traslator’s
explanations of A Primer of Freudian Psychology by Calvin S. Hall, trans. Yoshio
Nishikawa (Shimizu Kobundo Co., 1981).

Ego:One of the three main systems that constructs the personality along
with the id and the super ego. It defferentiates from the id in childhood and is
conscious or pre-conscious. It is also logical and works for subordinating the
instinct power to the reality of the extemal world and controlling the super
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ego ; it works, in other word, along the reality principle.

Id : The source of psychic energy and the seat of instinct. Seated in the depth
of the psyche, it is driven by the pleasure principle which wishes for pleasure
and avoids displeasure. It is unconscious, illogical and amoral. In this story the
governess'’s inner need is from the id.

Super Ego:It imposes inhibitaions and ideals upon the ego. If the ego
disobeys them, it causes remorse or shame or fear. It is made by accepting
inhibitions and ideals from the adult, especially, the parents. In this story the
governess's conscience and remorse are from the super ego.

12 See the note 11.

13 Wilson, p. 120.

14 -Alexander E. Jones, “Point of View in The Tum of the Screw,” in A Casebook,
p. 317.

15 Henry James, “Preface” to The Aspern Papers, vol. X1l of New York Edition,
p. Xxi.

16 James, “The Art of Fiction,” p. 38.

17 “Art,” p. 43. The next quotation is from the same page.

18 “Art,” pp. 34—35.
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SYNOPSIS

According to the Elsewhere Condtion, if two rules which perform
incompatible changes compete for the same structural descriptions, the
more specific rule takes applicational precedence over the less specific
one. This principle is attributed a significant morphological and
phonological function in the model of Lexical Phonology and Morphol-
ogy proposed by Kiparsky (1982a, 1982b). In this paper, I investigate the
claims concerning the Elsewhere Condition and argue that this principle
cannot be considered to be satisfactory in both phonology and morpho-
logy. Furthermore, I show that the Strict Cycle Condition is a more
valid constraint on the application of phonological rules and that the
theory of Lexical Phonology and Morphology makes the morphological
EC redundant. I conclude that the need for this principle as an indepen-
dent principle can be eliminated.
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B2bDiR3drwr sy, LEORLTERNE, Kiparsky DE#RIZ,
RURESICBRZY, BORREBYRESEITRWIBESLH 5, 2.1
BT, BfEEHHA] (Postlexical Phonological Rule) % #lcHRD %
T, Kiparsky DFROMESEEBTI I LicT 3,

2. EC OM)E

2. 1 EC & SCC

LPM oz X hif, SHRAIE, Bl (Lexical Rule, IFLR &
B87) L5 (Postlexical Rule, AT PR LBET) DZ2DF A 71T
Eihzd, LR X, BREMAOZROVRATHERENZ DT, PRI,
FEROHMCERAENS bDTH 5, LR i3, BRBIDHEDO VLT
OBHEERANGERE B LT, BVELAATE20T, BRCHER
B2bDThHdLwd T Litks, —%, PRI, BRICHERGCBA
h3, BHLLTR, ROZ223H3, —0ik, HEHREOERBTEL
Tofl 2 R ARELIE, AEIHEIERELK (Bracket Erasure Convention,
UTFBECLRT) KD ULARALDEDLYTHIEEATLED tWHIEH
T, 53—}, BREBERIENZVWEVLWSEBTH S, ¢hd i, PR
2, #DALEGE (nested structure) 2FIATE 2V d, FEREBRHICH
HahzoThs,®

PROZDEI BRHMICL-T, BEREROFTHANOHEAH I 2XET S
SCC % PRI ohBWI LR 2, %D, SCCREELTY
3 LPM ¥4 T3, T OHERAMBE I WT, PRIZ, Z0hERR
EFHLELTUBTRTOLOHARENZDTH %, —F, Kiparsky T
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KENTWBHECH,(»hs8onix & 5, BRAMLSI AL TVS
DITRZVLLS, GASHOFEETEME LR, B> TPROBAEMAE
ELTLES EWHMENH 5 Kiparsky TPR ELTRZENRTW AR
OETWALHA (Velar Softening Rule) #FliclD T CIOMEEE
B¥azkizt s,

{7) Velar Softening Rule
/k/—/s/ [—back]
/g/—/li/ —low

(8) criticism medicine b, rigid  analogize

BNz B1F 2 AFHE, HEFTTI (8a) DBS/k/L LT, (8b) i3,/g/
ELTHBREDLENTRS, (X, BETOD/K/,/g/2E&R/s/, I/ KX
%, L L7%5, Kiparsky D EC i, (7)23(8) A& haDEMHIEL
TLESIDTH 3, Blzid, v 20HNITH 3 /critikizm/iz, BRIH
Brrby—tiy, BERUNOBFLIES Z L nTE5, ABRAIL W
50K, BREBTYFY—%2FMELLTRRZTHOTHY, BfRkv~
NTZORAMNBREEL Y M) —ICHASN3O2MEIET 3 bOIRMAY
e, 0T, TO VARV T/eritikizm/CiRRO =2 DHAHAB EN B,

(9) a. /critikizm/ (Identity Rule)
b. Velar Softening Rule

EC ik, BB LRAI (92) Z:BAMEODKLY (9b) Xhkic@ERE ¢, (9b)
OBRAEBEILT 20T, BETEZV/critikizm/B852 6052 kick 3,
D& >, Kiparsky @ ECi2, PR DOBERAETAHEICLTLES Ew
SHE L BOEIRERESTV3, 200X, 2+ LR 72213 SRIEHA & 6%
BYCEFIO o, PRIEDLBTHR, SERNCE2LEWS Z L 21T
B3O PRBECECEXBEBERTORWELIFFIRERENLEEL ST
{3, HBi, PROBALTEEC T 7001, BACHE LY M) —i3%
BERr TR, AEFROGHEELR VL LRRILEND S, ¢
CDES5IRTLBL, LREPROBADEL EFBILEB/ITWHS
SCCOZR%E, 2D g, &V —HNZECOMBLLIRESE BT,
YUEENDHZ LSRR 3, TN®2R, Kiparsky DFHid, Y287 b
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D EizE 27>, Mohanan (1984) % Halle & Mohanan (1985) @ LPM
OREATHREINTVI LS, BHOEEELELL2WSCCO
F4s, LPM OBHRBOBRBCBWTHELVLEE» TINS5,

2.2 FERENER

Kiparsky 13, EC & F#E#RH L 0BfRic DT, Hayes (1980, 1982)
TRERENEEORHBKOELHANTH 2 EEHREAMN (English
Stress Rule, L F ESR ¥ B8 3) L A A B BRI (Strong Retraction Rule,
LIF SRR ) DBRAR, ECR > THIWE N3 L LT3, KH TR,
COFEFROFUM LRI T DI LT 5,

Hayes i, ESR & SRR #SLIRiD Y 4 2 M CREE S Wi iREESE L
BIEMNTEZLHENCMELTELICRL2AREE LTS, 2§D,
ESR ix, ZEOEMTT 4 45 (Rime Projection) #3ESh L Twa
¥ hiEkone, BARICTHNE SWHHEHGEL, DAY 4 7
TSI N-BENEE*EL 5L TESL, —H, SRRIZ, EboEN
BB AHEE N Tz WESTIT, BARRIC K SWHEHERVEL
5 T& 34, ZDOFEA, ESR LZR2Y, 741 s8HFcBBIhT,
RANOBRBMELHERL, EETZILIBTERY,

Kiparsky i3, ESR E SRRO D X I BB ECic L D BHE h 3 &
LTw3, Ll, Kiparsky 215 2 TWwWaHFiciI i ) ORIELRS 3,
Blx U T standardization DFREEE X %, Kiparsky OFBAC L hif, v
~V 1 TOBREOY AL 7 VT, -ation T ESR SEAEN M) 0k 5 2R
HEnmEE D,

(10) [(standardizelv ation]x
S w SW
\\/
F F F

UHioy 4 2 v CHREMEE2 5 2 o1 -afion DERIDESHNL, -ize D
M X D|RESNFREEL VY —TH20T, AERWL Az
ha, #-T, ECizx v RIERAEA & h, SRR IZER SR D,
LRIDY 4 2 v TRE S W BEREER, 202 ERFE2NDZDTH S,
Kiparsky ®REik, BRL L TR EhWTH B, REFBFVEE -~ |
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V=,W30RESVILDHNENS ZESEKRTHZDOT, BBHITL
E—DEEbLED A v, AKELB~I L 5z, Kiparsky it, v<AD
HAORMEBREB L PY—LRRL, COZLREEZREL L5
TELTWBH, standardization DBEBITR->T, 44 7 VOB %2 HE
BIRB T MY - LR LT, standardize DPIFIIEMEHIEE L T 3,
TR, REFBWHEEL Y M) —OFBEL T—HEERWT WS L
BX%, bL, FIEDOIMPEERT 2 LTI, (00X 35 HTER RS
BEMBmEEND IS5,

(11) * [standard]a izelv @tion]x
[y
F g F
w\./ S

L

bL, ation DFIMMBL N2 TRENZDES, LA 1OBHTH2
standardize i3, REFBRFABF TV MY — DB 28, -ation i2, HBBD
TECREEEEZ2ERLDT, L_AL2THL, LA 1 TIHNS A
Thidizonv, ThRR, standardize 13, v~ 1 CORBREDRE
D—EREMBRL T34 DTH2»5, ERREBREEL Y MY -0
RESEZ6NTHBLEREIZV, 2D &ix, BEC LD » S B8
»TH%, 25D, BECi, ¥4 7 VD8 D THLVRALOKRDL YD TH
RENn30T, -ation DERDEEFi Kiparsky 352 Tw3 k5 2R
BIFETDHIBR & N e [standardize] Tidz <, WREBBERTANENLS
B ([standard] ize] TH 3, b L, MEBHOHEE > Y — 12 INED
EFUHOTRLVLETIIE(ZDAIZDOWT, Kiparsky BRI HR~
TuRLONEY), [[standard] ize) iz, %R, RESBHEB Y LY —0D
ERErE2ohinwIicksd, #howz, ECick b SRR & EEEERAOBAGR
ERBEBBAIREEL XL Z30T, Z0DHBS SRR BEBEIAT, AR
OBREEEEEEL, (00D & 5 2 TEE 2 BBEGESREIND = Lick
%,

ROBY parental i3, FiHDObDO LIXEL O BREFEEL MY —D¥KL
X MEBAERIC, Kiparsky DSMAOBS 0 RRPIE R 2 b DTH 5, parental
DOREBZECIKIDKRDE >k 2, (( ) RBMANEE (extrametrical
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element) %*R71)

(12) a. [pa(rent)]x b. *([parent)x (al)]a
S W SwW Ww

\/ ESR Y
F S S
EC

BV 70T, BEFABRENFEA (Adjective Extrametricality Rule)
HBEROFW -al @A s h, Zhit, ESRSEBaN 28, EFR0roK
B, #->T, ESRiz-al DERIDEEFICOABAENZ I Ltk 2,
LaLl, Ehid, BERNBRIFEE > MY —TH 30T, FATHAISER
SN ECIRESR DA EMHELEL, TEET (12b) BRELNZDTH 3,
ESR & SRR DHBEADBBIZOWT, 4D E T3, DL 3R EBML O
EENZONESL{BHOOTREV, TAWR,ECick - THBEL LS
&% % Kiparsky @R &4 i3, £hi D iIZkHTIXH 3 53, Kiparsky O F
RERIVANS L Thid, Bol-BARMESRESNIDT, TNEETE
TE7FRy 2 2HABLEL2D, BAMNSORNERS L D BMES
bORXZDBEVI LIRS HTHD, XD TAXTI2ETLREVLTHS
5. WA, Hayes DA THEIEENTWB L5141, ESR & SRR #8
ARMEEEETE I NTEIICO2LTR, EX0HAcH L TIEEsLY
PhiZe o RWHEORYETH S LRELANEIVLEEL LS,

2.3 fHiERS

ERRIRTO EC ORMEIR, Z0OHINNS E D IC b ERB I THER
FBEREFRTHELZLDOLLTFAILTLES DT, HIEBNESR*XELT
WAHARETHL ERFVEL LI L TH2, DL > 2EEIE, FRL
%0, BBORLZ 2 - >0BHHNMS5T 2B E L2, ZDBE,
—DODEFVBROLAATHMIENAZ L, ThEDBRDOLRATEENS
b —DDEROMME, ECink D BIHILEh3 Z kit 3, LL,
ECOFHlt REMDOEFHFIMOBRCHAOERSHAMENI I L D
50 BIZIE, -ity & -ness 2RIV T T, O L 2EBBT 3, -tyit
VAL LTINS R, ness LRV 2 TRME NS, 2RO X, EC it-ity
OfFZ 3 2 FHL, -ness DAIMERELET 2, LHL, ZOFRAIL RN
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W, ness DfF Mty DM EMEIL T 2B 8 H 2, (“kindity/
kindness, *cleverity / cleverness)o® & 612, WREMEA T, B2, san-
ity / saneness D & > %z “1R&E (doublet) R EWFFET 3, zhwz, EC
i, REMBRTO—BGEAETHCRI TV LT k0,

LRADORIE LR T 3 1021z, ECOHRIEnZ DD 2, %72 EC
TRV, THELXEBURERET 2 -OOMOFEABIELATINELS
TWEB5, Lol, #BR2E5i1ic, EC 2#{EET 3 $THL%<, LPM
DEBERES B, EC TAES 1 3, $2LIRAEL 2 Wi uRIEGE
RESNOLICRETE ZWMEEE L L b LMA TV I0DT, Kz, EC 15
Lzt LT, ECOEER, LPM OBBMBEL TS -7 { R
bDIL% B, #€>T, LPM O##s» S, ECRHBRT 2L LT b, i
ELEIDRECRWI itk B,

3. EC 2{REL %\>» LPM B

3.1 JHRER

FETR, BROTUBBLEOWRL v ~LFEFEST OES (Level
Ordering Hypothesis, AT LOH &8 %) i x> <T, EC TREBs b2
Vid EC ORE & iz - 1 IBRIBR SRS, WHhiC L TABESh 2 »ETWw <
ST S, RUDIK, BHRUF BB DLTHATES X1, &R
BROTRTOXMTRESNZ L5, FOLS RBENED LS LA
DI (base) IZfHIE M35 kv 5 FRIBESH{EONE & B2t h
B3I VELCIHNORBERA» Lo S ZiEERE, FEL YR
EENBHDOTRY, BROBRILCBESAETNET R S 201,
Kiparsky i, ZhoDif@MEBEREHBAT 2 BAOIRSIR E L TRD
F’oTr 3,8

BUY, “oxens DPI%E 2 TH L 5, Kiparsky D& 4TI}, £¥Iz, &
oxiZ, [+Plurall DREEEL24HIC[ ] (erom +Pral] W& F ox
AT 3 (ZOFH 1ML Tid Kiparsky BERL Town), &,
LA 10 Ox-FHA 1) BBBENEA S h-en DiTIIS W 3,

(3 Insert /en/inenv. [ox 1 (+Noun, +Pruran)

(4 Insert /z/inenv. [N T t+Noun, +Piural]
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where N is [+Singular]

LAV 3 THEA S 0B — BSR4 i3, [+Singular]iCRES LT
BDT, oxen T, 512, XD -sHEMENB I Lidiew, bL, 1
MNEAaNn3 L, Kiparsky (1983) TREShTL 3 HERICK Y 3 st
D FHE (Projection Principle) iZ & D *oxens 3 HE s 2, ZORBIZE
O TABEEOENRIZ, TRTOVRVTHEERTAEZ6RVLEY
3T LEEBELTVA HbDTHD, D& D, MUK OEFHOB
HERI, THESCOMBRLEHORBICL VEREN DT, EC 2K
ELRELTOHRENZLOCEZEER S,

X, EEBRRICOVTRTO L, OB, f#ic LOH EEx @ %
B4, LOH 23 i3 i, feet % oxen D & 5 2HHEETH D, *fools ®©
‘oxes BABHETHB L VS T L RMEATE RV, £h® R, LOH #{RE
LEWIBATBWTOA, ECRUNTERIML, —REBEHRILH ox ©
Soot HRAENDDRMBIEL, feet ® oxen 22 2&EKT 5. L L, LPM
OREA TR, LOH BMEEENTWADTECRE 7K FETDH 2, B
2, VRV 1ICH D Ox-HHIE, LOHITE D LR 3 0H 5 —MRIEE
HAEvRiHEBENS, £ Oc-HAE, [0x] (+Noun, +puura) ICEIFRTIC
HRAEAZDOT, 2OHLARNVT, [0£] (+Nowm +puran £V 5 HHREES
DRBAIREFEELZL LD, v 3 T—MRBIECRAIER S h 3 a]4E
B2 RB, DL, HERRH ECE2RETL2ETHHLPMOD
24 TR, HHIWKABEIADZIODTD 5.

BEI, ECItt - THREBTE >80 F L L TR EF 2y
t -ness DFIHBRICOWTRTW {, Aronoff (1976), Allen (1978) ®
Fabb (1984) THEE S hTWw3 X SiZ, -ity it [+Latinate] 282 H DI
A h, -ness iz [+Latinate] 22 b D2y [+Native] 2F2b D
bfiNEns, cOIZLicRIHT, ZThSDESE, BBOFRAMLD
HBAShELERS,

05 a, Insert /iti/ in env. (A ] t+Abstract Noun)
where A is [+Latinate]
b. Insert /nes/ in env. [A ] (+Abatract Nous]

where A is [+Latinate] or [+ Native]
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*kindity %*cleverity &> - e THEER L, -ity O TGO X
D, BPEORBIZE > ThoND, —H, saneness / sanity D & 5 =&
BOWAEI, sane H [+Latinate] VI RUEEF/>TVLBDT, -iy D
{TH0% -ness DIFMLAREL R BDTH 3,7

3.2 HAk

2.17T, FRRAEXET2RELLTIZ, EC & SCCOABRY Y
bOTHDI L 2BUL, AT, Mascar6 2 X¥ick > TE 2 o7
SCC & b Halle & Mohanan @ SCC 0428, SBiRFHRENLZET 3 E
BT}, BhATV? LS 2L 2 MBICRAT,

CRET, SCCIZDWT, E L RPRULSNTE, BRI,
Mascar6 2R3 h 2 & 5 2 PeRD SCC i3, 72 D FHIMH L <, RS
RITH 2 BT 550 £ HEMLHA (syllabification rule) i3, BRIOEA
REDREShRLRFCRIBATEDY, 25 CRTVWRTRIGERTS
BVREVRIR>HVLERMEEZA TV (BIXIE, nightingale 72 K283
HEEBOMER LR, SCCItLVEHIEEANZDTH 3)oL#L,Halle &
Mohanan {2 & - TRGEIBR & hi: SCC TR, 20 & 5 2RI & Uz
EVWIHTENTWE,®

Kiparsky i > T, Halle & Mohanan i3, SRl
) (structure-building rule) & L TEAT 2184 L MET(LER (struc-
ture-changing rule) & U C{EMT 388 2RFIL Tv 3, BIEOHRIR,
BBMESESA, SRR, RERRTOIY MY -8B 2 \IEED

(unspecified) REDME % T % 117 (specified) b DIz T 2 RFHEATH
3," =7, BEBOMAR, + CBES - BRSNS S TEL,
BLIORETE N RECHEZERZVD0TH 2, HAlx, 0k,
TOFRCETOTRAT B Lt ), H—BERT T2 /2 nightingale
D& S HFICH, MERANTDH 2GSRI HMERRERE L2
& 527 %, Halle & Mohanan (1985, p. 57) iz, #RIOEBEO-D &
2 2R %E SCCOF WD ATV 3,

10 SCC
BRI (v ~0) CHASAZHE, ThsBifishad4 o0
EBWT, MEENTORWERBTIE, MEET 1200

Vi,
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SCCA0 i2 & > T, nightingale DFREH VI L TAB I N 2 »fHIC
RtV nightingale 12, RESNIBBEERWAR WS, ZOBETD
BRSSP AR OBERIR, S2RREE L SIS EHET 2
LYOT, 20 LI LHERXEET S LOTRZVLOT, SCCIR, ThdD
HAOBA 2L vy, Xiz, TSR @A, SCCizkDHILENS,
2% D, nightingale DRVIO[BFIZ, BEFKTR TR, EIEED [0 long)
TRE{EESNS (+long) THBDT, TSR@EAE N, [(+long] %

[—long] TZEABZEISCCIKEL->THIEENBZDTHS,

D& 5z, Halle & Mohanan ® SCC i3, KDDL HEBEIL TS
ENnS T ENHEMNTH S,

4, by

FROBREENT DL, 7, FHB/ICOWT, ECHUTIHSCC I
IoTE26NB3RERETEY, HYUOFLTHLETH- 2L, &
72 ECHESR & SRR DEADRB V% HFEATE 23 L v» 5 Kiparsky D E
BERIFIANS L THIT, GBHMKOBAERSLZ DEELLDWTES
EWSHEBECH, Tz, EC 28R L, SCC 2 {RET I ANBUT
BT LERLL,

&5, BRERKOWTIR, LPM 02 H#EL, EC TLBTE3H
ZVRNETELWBBHNRAKREHRETEIRELLLLEMATVED
T, LPM OBRAE4E AN TR, ECRREMNZ bD L2 D, EC ZHERL
RELTHLHCELEYRECEVEVLS ZEERLI,

H-oT, SRR LBERO_>OABEXETIREL LT, LPM O
Hane, ECEHBRLLAXEE LW LWL RSB OIS,
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1 Kiparsky I3, RBOBERBMICZE250v AV EBHTVS,

(I)727 21 BRCLIRE
LAl (i ) FHAMEITEORE
(iii) BEXH, GELEX L OiRE

()77 RANEFCLHRE
(ii ) &R

RN 2

L3 HAIBFRORE

Mohanan (1982) TiX, 42D (L=A) 2BHTI, B, 25108
BN, A28, 77 RAUOESEMSM B3R, WAHEEE, M4RBREROMI
LixoTn3,

2 Aronoff (1976) % &M,

3 BRI, nationality Dv < 1 TOERBTE, [(nation] all ity] TH 222, I
REFRIE [nationality] L7223,

4 FEHNEED, s 0MEL*EATVILOTHEEVI L KBEL T,
Mohanan & Mohanan (1984, p, 592, fn, 30) %#fH,

5 [EROT ki, WESH in- (LN 1 tingrammatical) ® un-(V =2 2 ungram.
matical) OFTMTHE LS Z LH3Sproat (1985) 1ok DiEffiahTv3,

6 Lieber (1980) % Selkirk (1982) It, EFHLHEMHET Y PY—2>okL, ch
SOMBEZOPIRBRL T3,

7 REEFROTME, —FC, MEHTHY, BEOFBR L OMYENT, Tk
ZBRERRBIrNS, BIFEERICBVWTR, REBER L2 L -AERLLD
Div, Thw, BIFEOROSNE, EBHTHI L2, kneoled / knelt,
dreamed /dreamt @ & 5 2 ZMEHIC DT, Kiparsky b RTw 3 & 312, i
BIZBETHD, SOES2BECR-T, LA 10BN EMBHETA - in
DnREEN DB,

8 Halle & Mohanan @ SCC i3, #%® SCC OMEID—D%BRLTWEDITH
%55, Halle & Mohanan #8867 XTDSCC i}, DL B2 BIAT
Wi, TH, MEHAMAAOTEMAR, RESALRBSES LD, BERL
BANOBERAEREICTEEVSI I L THD,
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Nightingale %I 3 &, EERNERNOBERIC LY, RESNBEELrZY,
TSRMBASNTLES5DTH S, Kiparsky (1985) i3, ¥hEMERUERES N
BEEVHIRAID 2 5 A0 6L L5 SCCEBEL T3, L L, Kaisse &
Shaw (1985) 2, 7 7 =AM (Klamath) 123} 2 BEERIZ, AEHERHRE &
NEREEFOHT LB I LRETOTHASRZ LS Z L 2iBELTE Y,
SCCROW I Z DR, &2 siifashzhidistnini sy,

9 EEEOXENRROEEN, 2%V, B®/IMEE (Underspecification) ODEACEL T
i¥, Archangeli (1983), Pulleyblank (1983) %*#H,
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Markedness and Double Object Constructions*

Minoru Fukuda

SYNOPSIS

This paper deals with a problem with the theory of (abstract) Case
within the framework of the Government and Binding theory of genera-
tive grammar. The problem concerns Case-assignment to the direct
object (DO) in the double object construction (DOC).

It is argued that the DO in the DOC can receive Case from the verb
by means of a marked rule of Exceptional Case-Marking (ECM), though
the Adjacency Condition (AC) seems to block Case-assignment. The
théory of markedness ensures that such a marked rule is derived from
an unmarked condition, i. e. the AC, by relaxing it. It is pointed out that
three idiosyncratic properties of the DOC are ascribed to the marked
nature of ECM. Consequently, our proposal enables us to dispense with
what is called “Dative Movement” and, in the light of explanatory
adequacy, contributes to the development of the theory of grammar.

Section 1. A Certain Problem with Case Theory

In recent years, the study of the double object constructions (DOCs)
in view of the theory of (abstract) Case has enjoyed a lot of attention
within the Government and Binding theory of generative grammar.!
This paper will consider a problem which has become very familiar in
the literature dealing with the DOCs in terms of Case theory. I expect,
however, that an explanation must begin with the recognition of some
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of the principles of Case theory.

Following Chomsky (1981a) and Stowell (1981), we will assume that
the standard version of Case theory contains the principles illustrated
in (1).2

(1) a. Case-assignment is sensitive to government.

b. Two types of Case: structural Case and inherent Case.

c. Case-assigners are minimal projections and V.

d. Case-assigners are [-N] categories, i. e. V and P, and [+INFL] .

e. Case Resistance Principle (CRP): Case-assigners are not Case-
assignees.

f. Adjacency Condition (AC)

g. Exceptional Case-Marking (ECM) : CP (=S’) deletion by believe
type verbs.

h. Absorption of a Case-assigning feature [-N] by a passive
morpheme.

i. (i) [+INFL] is an assigner of Nominative Case.
(ii) V is an assigner of Objective Case.
(iii) P is an assigner of Oblique Case.
(iv) N’ is an assigner of Genitive Case.
(v) [-N] governor with some properties is an assigner of

inherent Case.

Now, let us further elaborate the system (1) and suggest that the
principles of Case theory can be divided into two types: one specifies
the properties of Case-assigners and Case-assignees, while the other
specifies the way of Case-assignment and the structural snvironment in
which Case-assignment holds. Let us call the former S(ub)C(omponent)
I and the latter S(ub)C(omponent)II.?

2)sC 1
a. Two types of Case: structural Case and inherent Case.
b. Case-assigners are minimal projections and V',
c. Case-assigners are [-N] categories and [+INFL] .
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d. CRP

e. Absorption of a Case-assigning feature [-N] by a passive
morpheme.

f. (i) [+INFL] is an assigner of Nominative Case.

scu
a. Case-assignment is sensitive to government.
b. AC
c. ECM

Case theory, which is one of the modules of grammar, has been further
factored out into two modules. The system (1) consists of heterogene-
ous principles of Case theory. The two modules in (2) embody a clear
distinction between them.
Turning to SC II, let us sketch the three principles one by one.
First, we will follow Aoun and Sportiche (1983) and adopt their
definition of government :*

(3) Government :
X governs Y iff
i X=X° andY = Y”" (=YP), and
(ii) every maximal projection that dominates X also dominates Y,
and every maximal projection that dominates Y also domi-
nates X.

Thus, according to SC Ila, Case-assignment in such an example as (4)
can be shown as in (5), where an arrow indicates Case-assignment® :

(4) Mary hit John in the room.
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6))
IP(=S)
r
oy
Mary past V NP P
k-/ hlit John P NP
— I

i the room

Second, following the spirit of Stowell (1981), we stipulate the
Adjacency Condition (AC), which distinguishes (7) from (8), as follows :

(6) A Case-assigner and a Case-assignee must be linearly adjacent.
(M) John [v told] [ne the boy] [pr [P@NP Mary]]
(8) *John [v told] [pp [p about] [wp Mary]] [ne the boy]

AV
N

Third, consider the nature of Exceptional Case-Marking (ECM). It
is well known that the believe type verbs trigger the deletion of a node
CP (=8’) to make it possible for the verb to govern the subject position
of its complement. Thus, we obtain the contrast between (9a) and (9b) :

(9) a. 1 [v believe] [ir [the secretary] to have made a mistake)
(cf. I believe the secretary to have made a mistake.)
b. *I [v believe] [1r PRO to have made a mistake]
(cf. *I believe to have made a mistake.)

Note that IP (=S) is not a barrier to government. In (9b), PRO is
governed and assigned Case, violating the theorem that requires that
PRO be ungoverned. It is worth noting here that the property of CP
deletion is not found in French counterparts, as discussed in Chomsky
(1981a, 1986a). The difference between (9b) and (10) demonstrates this.

(10) Je crois avoir fait une erreur.
‘I believe to have made a mistake'
(cf. Je [v crois] [cp [1p PRO avoir fait une erreur]])
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Turning now to the main topic, let us consider Case-assignment in
the DOC.

(11) John gave Mary a book.

According to the AC, such a sentence as (11) should be ungrammatical,
since the direct object (DO) a book is not adjacent to the verb gave,
though the indirect object (IQ) Mary is indeed adjacent to it. The
sentence (11) is, however, a natural English sentence, contrary to what
the AC predicts. The grammaticality of (11) implies that both objects
are in fact marked for Case. Thus, the standard Case theory is in a
dilemma : the DO actually receives Case while the AC predicts that it
should not do so.

There seem to be two ways to solve this problem : one resorts to a
special and subsidiary treatment of a Case-assigner to the DO (in terms
of SC), the other resorts to some revision of Case-assignment (in terms
of SCII). This paper will explore the latter way to solve the problem
by appealing to the theory of markedness.

Section 2. The Theory of Markedness

Let us summarize the current proposal concerning the theory of
markedness in Chomsky (1981a, b, 1986a), Koster (1978a), and Lasnik
and Freidin (1981).

The theory of markedness makes a distinction between the core
and the periphery of grammar. Core grammar is the optimally acces-
sible, i. e. learnable, “unmarked” part of language and is determined by
fixing certain parameters of Universal Grammar, i. e. a genetic endow-
ment. Thus, as Koster (1978a) notes, core grammar is responsible for
the most rigid part of language, and its rules and conditions are either
invariant across languages, or fall within a very limited range. On the
other hand, “marked” phenomena, which are generated by noncore or
peripheral grammar, are those which go against the general tendencies
(and are, hence, exceptional in some way).®
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It is worth noticing that the distinction between unmarkedness and
markedness can be found not only between the core and the periphery
of grammar but also within each of them, as noted by Oshima (1986).
(12) demonstrates the idealization discussed above:

(12)
fixing parameters marked
UG # Core Grammar { .
(unmarked) unmarked
Perip;ery { marked
(marked) unmarked

One of the tasks of the theory of markedness is to determine the proper
relationship between an unmarked part and a marked part, which is
represented as 1 in (12). Concerning this matter, Chomsky (1981b : 126-
127) states that :

(13) ...outside the domain of core grammar we do not expect to
discover chaos. Marked structures have to be learned on the basis
of slender evidence too, so there should be further structure to the
system outside of core grammar. We might expect that the
structure of these further systems relates to the theory of core
grammar by such devices as relaxing certain conditions of core
grammar, processes of analogy in the sense to be made precise, and
so on, though there will presumably be independent structure as
well ...

So, there are at least three ways to characterize the relationship
between core grammar and periphery according to Chomsky (1981b).

(14) a. Relaxing certain conditions of core grammar
b. Analogy’
c. Completely independent structure®

It follows that the marked rules should show the following
tendencies® :
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(15) a. For the language learner, marked rules are relatively hard to
acquire, because he / she owes them to no innate help to learn
the marked rules.

b. Marked rules are subject to lexical idiosyncrasies.

c. Marked rules are responsible for variance in judgement about
the sentences they produce.

d. Marked rules are less general across languages.

Note that marked rules do not have to show all of these tendencies. (cf.
Yagi (1984))

The standard Case theory represented in (2) seems to belong to the
modules of the core grammar (of English). We will argue that the
problem with the AC pointed out in section 1 can be solved by means
of the theory of markedness.

Section 3. Markedness of DOC

Several idiosyncratic properties of the DOC have been independent-
ly observed in the literature dealing with the DOC, but there has been
little insight into the source from which such properties are derived.

This section concentrates on three idiosyncratic, i.e. marked,
properties of the DOC, each of which accords with (15a-c).

First, Bolinger (1975 : 7-8) reports that :

(16) when four-years-olds are given a sentence like I gave the dog the
bone they will repeat it and understand it, but if they are asked to
report the same event themselves they will say I gave the bone to
the dog. The construction without fo is less general.

This fact implies that it is more difficult for children to acquire the DOC
than the indirect object construction (I0C) such as I gave the bone to
the dog, where the IO follows a preposition. Note that Case-assignment
to the objects in the IOC in fact obeys the AC, as (17) shows:

(17 I [v gave] [np the bone] [pe [p to] [ne the dog]]
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According to (15a), we may expect that the principles which contribute .
to the existence of the DOC are characterized as marked. In other
words, Case is assigned to the DO by a certain marked Case-assignment
rule in the DOC,

Second, it has been observed that the verbs which select double
objects are strictly restricted. This is why the condition on the struc-
tural description of what is traditionally called “Dative Movement”
always contains the following notation :

(1) X -Va-np-(Prt)- NP- [ppto -NP] -Y =
1- 2- 7- 4- 5- @ - @- 8
OPTIONAL

In this rule Va denotes the class of verbs that governs Dative
Movement.'®

If every verb could appear in the DOC, for example, the following
ungrammatical sentence would be generated :

(19) *I reported the police a suspicious person.
(cf. T reported a suspicious person to the police.)

The fact that the class of the verbs which can appear in the DOC is
narrowly restricted indicates that the principles which generate the
DOC are to be characterized as marked, as (15b) attests.!!

Third, I have investigated the fact that some speakers do not
regard the DOC like (20) as fully acceptable, though they regard the IOC
like (21) as fully acceptable :12

(20) John handed the class the papers.
(21) John handed the papers to the class.

Note that in (21) Case-assignment to objects obeys the AC. As (15¢)
ensures, the observation above indicates that the DOC is produced by a
certain marked rule,

We have demonstrated three marked tendencies of the DOC in



75

English, each of which suggests that the existence of the DOC is due to
a certain marked rule of the grammar.

Section 4. Case-Assignment in DOC

A significant implication of the observation given in the preceding
section is that the DOC owes its existence to a certain marked rule of
Case theory. It follows that it is natural to appeal to a marked rule to
account for Case-assignment to the DO in the DOC. The marked rule
for the DOC which we want to propose is a kind of ECM.

Now, let us assume two types of ECM :one deletes a node CP
(=9’), the other makes it possible for the DO to receive Case from the
verb without any violation of the AC.!?

(22) ECM (1): CP deletion by the believe type verbs.
ECM (iI): in the configuration,...[V NP, NP.]..., if NP, is
assigned Case by the verb, it is invisible for the AC, so
that NP, can receive Case from the verb.!+!5

As noted earlier, the AC is an unmarked condition of the grammar of
English.'* Hence, the theory of markedness ensures that such a marked
rule as ECM(II) is derived from the AC by relaxing such an unmarked
condition as the AC, as stated in (14a).

Before presenting a concrete illustration of Case-assignment in the
DOC, let us follow Chomsky (1986a) and assume that :

(23) a. Every lexical category (i. e. N, V, A, P) assigns Case.
b. (i ) Structural Case (i. e. Nominative and Accusative) is assigned
by [+INFL] and V and realized at S-structure.
(ii ) Inherent Case (i. e. Genitive and Oblique) is assigned by N, A,
and P at D-structure and realized at S-structure.
c. The direction of Case-assignment for [+N, +V] element is
uniform.

Further, we assume that the single Case principle which requires [-N]
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categories to assign only one Case does not apply to the verbs which
select double objects.!”

Supposing that a verb such as give is associated with the lexical
information given in (24), Case-assignment in the DOC can be shown as
in (25) '

(24) give (f-role, #-role)

(25) a. John [v gave] [np Mary] [nr a book] (D-str.)
g-position  @-position
b..John [v gave] [ne Mary] [nr a book] (S-str)

w
2 1. According to AC

2. According to ECM (II)
c. John [v gave] [ne Mary] [(np a book] (LF)
#-& Case-marked #-& Case-marked

In (25a), which represents D-structure, each object is in the #-position.
In (25b), which represents S-structure, the objects are assigned Case by
the verb according to (23bi). Note that the DO a book can receive Case
from the verb by means of ECM (II) without any violation of the AC,
since the IO Mary receives Case from the verb. Therefore, at LF the
Visibility Condition is satisfied and each object satisfies the §-criterion.

(26) Visibility Condition :
An element is visible for 8-marking only if it is assigned Case.
(Chomsky (1986a : 94))
(27) 8-criterion :
Each argument bears one and only one é-role, and each @-role is
assigned to one and only one argument.  (Chomsky (1981a: 36))

Note that Chomsky (1986a: 193) proposes that a verb may assign
structural Case to an NP that it governs but does not §-mark. Hence,
for example, the second NP the dog is able to receive Case from the
verb Ahit by means of ECM (II) in (28).



(28) *John hit Mary the dog.

Such a sentence as (28), however, is ruled out by the #-criterion because
the verb hit #-marks one argument, so that either Mary or the dog
violates the #-criterion at LF.

Let us closely look at the interaction of ECM (II) with the AC. The
two modules interact to yield an interesting consequence. By way of
illustration, let us examine the fact that in (29) (a) is significantly worse
than (b):

(29) a. **Tom gave immediately Mary a book.
b. *Tom gave Mary immediately a book.

In (a), both objects violate the Visibility Condition (or the §-criterion),
since the adverb prevents the I0 Mary from receiving Case from the
verb to trigger ECM (II). In (b), on the other hand, the IO successfully
receives Case from the verb according to the AC. Since ECM (II) only
ensures that a Case-marked NP is invisible for the AC, the abverb is
still visible for the AC. Therefore, the DO a book fails to receive Case,
violating the Visibility Condition. Now, we can easily ascribe the lower
grammaticality of (29a) to the fact that both objects violate the
Visibility Condition, though in (29b) one object violates it.?°

We noted in section 1 that ECM (1), i.e. CP deletion, may be
parameterized to account for a certain difference between English and
French. Assume further that ECM (Il) is also parameterized. The
following contrast observed by Kayne (1984) between English and
French is then attributed to the fact that ECM (II) is available in
English while it is not in French.

(30) a. John gave Mary a book.
b. They sent John a registered letter.

(31) a. *Jean a donné Marie un livre.
b. *Ils ont envoyé Jean une lettre recommandée.

In French, the lack of ECM (II) causes the Visibility Condition violation




78

of the DO, so that DOCs are not found in French, although the two
languages are similar as far as the 10Cs, which obey the AC, are
concerned.

(32) a. John gave a book to Mary.
b. They sent a registered letter to John.

(33) a. Jean a donné un livre A Marie.
‘John gave a book to Mary’
b. Ils ont envoyé une lettre recommandée 2 Jean.
‘They sent a registered letter to John'

Returning to the main theme, the three marked characters of the
DOC reviewed in section 3 are natural consequences of the marked
character of ECM (I). They are exactly consistent with what the
theory of markedness predicts.®

We have answered the fundamental question addressed in section
1: what mechanisms contribute to the existence of the DOC in English ?
The answer is that principles of Case theory, especially the AC and
ECM (II), and the theory of markedness are the contributing factors.

Section 5. Conclusion

This paper is an attempt to apply the theory of markedness to the
theory of (abstract) Case so as to solve a certain problem with the AC.

In order to account for Case-assignment to the DO in the DOC, we
proposed a marked rule ECM (II). The theory of markedness ensures
that such a marked rule is derived by relaxing an unmarked condition,
i. e. the AC. Three apparent idiosyncratic properties of the DOC can be
tracked to the marked nature of ECM (II). A certain difference between
English and French can be accounted for by the assumption that ECM
(I) is parameterized as well as ECM (J), i. e. CP deletion.

Our argument has implicitly suggested that the DOC and the 10C
are not transformationally related, but that they are base-generated. It
follows that such a rule as Dative Movement can be dispensed with.
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A reduction of transformational mechanisms is always welcome
from the point of view of explanatory adequacy. The greater descrip-
tive latitude allowed by the theory of grammar, the further away we
move from the goal of explanatory adequacy. From this point, a
radical impoverishment of such a rule as Dative Movement leads to the
progress of the theory of grammar. However, it goes without saying
that further research, examining a richer and broader data base, is
undoubtedly needed to draw finer conclusions concerning the DOCs
discussed in this paper.

Notes

*This is based on the section 1 and 2 of a paper read at the Second General Meeting
of Konan English Society held at Konan University on May 31, 1986. The title of
the original paper is “Double Object Constructions and Case Theory.” 1am grateful
to the audience for their comments on the paper. I wish to thank Professor Oshima
at Kochi University, whose stimulating comments helped to improve the idea of
ECM (II), and Mr. David Ewick, who acted as an informant and checked my English.
Naturally, they are not responsible for the content of this paper.

1 For the current studies on the DOC, see Chomsky (1981a), Czepluch (1982),
Fukuda (1986), Kayne (1984), Stowell (1981), and Whitney (1983). I will not survey
their analyses or problems in this paper.

2 Note that Case Filter is omitted from (1) since it could be reduced to the
Visibility Condition (on 8-marking). Cf. Chomsky (1981a, 1986a).

( i )Case Filter
*NP if NP has phonetic content and no Case. (Chomsky (1981a: 49)
(ii ) Visibility Condition
An element is visible for 8-marking .only if it is assigned Case.
{Chomsky (1986a : 94))
3 Several consequences follow from this assumption concerning the interaction
problems between the DOCs and movement rules. See Fukuda (1986), for further
discussion.
4 Chomsky (1986b) and May (1985) propose slightly different definitions of govern-
ment. Nothing, however, hinges on their definitions.
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§ We follow the phrase structure scheme proposed in Chomsky (1986a, b).

6 The theory of markedness can be seen as an idealization which conflates two
assumptions : one is that not all date are created equal, the other is that not all
rules are created equal.

7 (14b) is similar to what Kajita (1977) calls “Dynamic Model.”

8 A rule of to-deletion is an instance of (14c). See Jackendoff and Culicover
(1971), Koster (1978b), and Fukuda (1986) for discussion of this rule.

9 Cf. Chomsky (1981a, b), Koster (1978a), and Yagi (1984).

10 (18) is a version given in Jackendoff (1977 : 68). However, we do not assume the
existence of Dative Movement, but assume it only for the expository purpose.
11 According to Stowell (1981), the class of the verbs involved is roughly restricted
to the Native stem class, i. e. all either monosyllabic or else disyllabic with

first-syllable stress.

12 ] had the sentence (20) checked by twelve native speakers of English. Five of
them did not consider it fully acceptable.

13 Fabb (1984) independently suggests a similar condition for the DOC.

14 Note that we slightly differ in the recent usage of the terms like “visible” and
“invisible.” Informally, an element is visible for some rule iff it blocks the
application of the rule. In other words, a visible element is an obstacle to the
application of a rule. By contrast, an invisible element neither blocks nor is an
obstacle to the application of the rule.

15 Oshima (personal communication) suggests a revision of ECM (II) to me on the
assumption that Dative Case is a kind of inherent Case in the sense of Chomsky
(1986a) ;

(i) In the configuration, ... [V NP, NP,] ..., if NP, is assigned inherent Case
(i. e. non-structural Case) by the verb, it is invisible for the AC, so that NP,
can receive structural Case from the verb.

Note that we assume that both objects in the DOC receive structural Case from
the verb. We will not compare the consequences of ECM (II) with those of (i) here.

16 Platzack (1985: 33) assumes that Universal Grammar includes the AC on
Case-assignment. Contrary, Haider (1985) claims that the AC is not available in
German. A significant implication of them is that the AC may be parameterized.
See Fukuda (1986) for further discussion on this line.

17 The single Case principle is proposed by Czepluch (1982).

18 Stowell (1981) argues that the IO in the DOC bears a §-role of possessor rather
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than a §-role of goal. We ignore the specific class of #-role here, just focusing on
whether an argument is §-marked or not.

19 At D-structure, all arguments, i. e. NPs and clauses, must appear in -positions.
See Chomsky (1981a, 1986a).

20 One might argue that the lower grammaticality of (29a) is due to the violation
of the Crossing Branch Constraint (cf. Radford (1981)), with the structure (i) for
(29a) and the structure (ii) for (29b):

(i) VP (i) vp

A Adv. NP NP \'4 NP Adv NP

It could be argued that (29a) is worse than (29b) since there are two crossovers in
(i) whereas only one in (ii). However, this is nothing but another look at the same
fact. Nothing essential hinges on such an argumentation.

21 See (15a-c).
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