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Abstract 

Four analyses of the forms du, de la, de l * ,  des - and 
de were compared in order to evaluate the insights they were - 
able to provide into the so-called partitive forms. 

'. 
Grevisse's Le Bon Usage was chosen as an example of a 

t 

traditional analysis which uses multiple criteria of classi- 

fication, meaning, structure and function. The first full 

structural analysis of the noun system in French, Grammaire 

structurale du francais by Jean Dubois, was chosen as an 

analysis in which only the syntagmatic relationships of the 

speech chain are taken into account in setting up the various 

systems in the language. The treatment of the partitive arti- 

cle by Gustave Guillaume was chosen as an analysis which claims 

to show the operation of the mental processes which underlie 

the observable phenomena in the speecn chain. Finally an 

article by PCaurice Gross, "Sur une regle de *cacophonief ", 
which develops a suggestion made by Chomsky for a T-rule rela- 

,tlng to the partitive, was chosen as an analysis claiming to 

show the operation of processes which relate the underlying and 

the superficial structures of the language. 

f;- 

Comparison of the four analyses revealed that it was 

,the idea of language srocess es it is embodied in T-rules that 

gave the neatest account of the distribution of 'partitive' 

de in relation to du, de la, de l*, and e. It was the - 



requirement of generality of application of T-rules ,that 

gave tne only motivated description of the formation of the 

partitlve as a combination of pre~osition - de and the generic 

article - le. It was the acplicatlon of one or both of two de- 

letion rules that linked a wider ranGe of nhenomena than could 

be related by the other types of analyses. 
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Introduction - 

The 'problem' of the partitive a s  it keens croppink; 

up in journals has been seen mainly as a classificatory one. 

Is it, as it has Seen traditionally described, an article? 

If so, is there something in its internal structure that 

distinguishes it from the contr~cted definite ~rticle whose 

forms are the same? If it is co~posed, as acain in the tra- 

ditional definition, of an amalgam of de and the definite - 
artlcle, is it the nature of the de that distinguishes it from - 
the contracted definite article, or the nature of the le, or 

neither? The answers have been various: the gg formative 

element has been described as itself an article, as ordinary 

preposition de, as preposition & with a special function, 

as link word de with exactly the same function as the de in - - 
the contracted definite article. The & nas been pinpointed 

as being the definite article only in its generic use by some 

grammarians, but not by others. A recent structural analysis 

of the noun in French has dismissed all these questions as 

meaningless and has grouped all occurrences of de, du and des - - 
in a single system in which they are distinguished only by 

their distribution with f'ollowin& nouns. A final ouestion is 

whether there is a single 'meaning' for all occurrences of the 

partitive and how it is best stated. By defining its function, 

in contrast to the other determiners, or by co-occurrence 

possibilities? 



The n a r t l t i v e  was cnosen a s  z s u b j ~ c t  of s t udy ,  nc-, ;n 

o r a e r  t o  throw more l i g h t  on i t s  ' r e a l  na5ureq  bu t  t o  c o . - < 3 r e  

t n e  success  o f  d i f f e r e n t  a e t h o u s  o f  analgse~ i n  aek ind  z r d  

answerinc  r e v e a l i n g  Guest ions  about  i t s  r ~ l a c e  i n  t n e  languu,e.  

How imyortarit  i s  it t o  make c i s t i n c t i o n s  hbout i t s  i n t e r n a l  

s t r u c t u r e ?  How sdch  more LO we k ~ o w  about  t h e  language once 

we have decided t h a t  t h e  - de c o ~ p o n e n t  i s  o r  i s  no t  z ~ r e p o -  

s i t i o n ,  t h a t  t h e  2 comwonent i s  o r  i s  n o t  t h e  g e n e r i c  a r t i c l e ?  

O r ,  indeed,  i s  it u s e f u l  t o  speak about  components a t  all.? 

O r  about  meaning a t  a l l ?  Of course  one cannot make catego-  

r i c a l  s t a t emen t s  about  t ypes  of grammatical a n a l y s e s  from such 

a r e s t r i c t e d  f i e l d  of c o m ~ a r i s o n ,  but  j u s t  b e c a ~ s e  t h e  p o i n t s  

have been so  deba ted ,  t n e  f i n d i n g s  may be suggestive of t h e  

p o t e n t i a l i t i e s  and t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  of t h e  a ~ p r o a c h e s  examined. 

The s t u d i e s  were chosen because t hey  were funda~;!enta l ly  

d i f f e r e n t  from each o t h e r  anc a n  a t t emp t  has  been made t o  

e v a l u a t e  each  i n  t e r c s  of  i t s  own p r e x i s e s  as w e l l  as of t h e  

l i g h t  it throws on t h e  d i s c r i b u t i o n  and t h e  o p e r a t i o n  of t h e  

p a r t i t i v e  forms. cGrevissels Le Bon Usage i s ,  of cou r se ,  

p r a c t i c a l l y  a household word among French s t u d e n t s  and w r i t e r s ;  

it i l l u s t r a t e s  a t r a d i t i o n a l  a p ~ r o a c h  t o  t h e  problem, u s i n s  

mixed c r i t e r i a  f o r  c l a s s i f i c c t i o n .  I n  complete c o n t r a s t  i s  

t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s  which  a t t e m p t s  t o  sweep away t h e  

juab le  of s t r u c t u r a l ,  f u n c t i o n a l  and s e n a n t i c  c r i t e r i a  which 

a r e  t h e  hal lmark of t r a a i t i a n a l  a n a l y s e s ;  it a t t e ~ p t s ,  on t h e  

c o n t r a r y ,  by  a n a l y s i n g  on ly  t h e  l i n e a r  r e l e t i o n s h i p s  i n  t h e  



speech chain, to E ? D W  tne o~eration o f  larger systen!s in t n c  

l anduade  tnan can be set up on tnt= basis of function or - 
meani~r;. 

The studie~ by Gustave Guillaume were chosen because his 

type of semantic analysis has influenced many authors of 

French grammars and because it is currently enjoying a revival, 

particularly in Canada. He is also of interest bt2cauS.e there 

have recently been atte~pts to link his *psychom&anique du 

landage' to Chomsky's transformational analysis, on the grounds 

that both are aiming at not observational but descriptive ade- 

quacy. As a contrast with Guillaume's annlysis,one of the few 

published treatments of a syntactic problem in French in trans- 

formational terms was chosen, an article wnich expands upon a 

suggestion made by Chomsky in Cartesian Linguistics for a 

T-rule involving the partitive. 

' In all four cases the initial presentation is mainly 

a summary of the views of the  articular author. Criticisms 

made during the presentation are reviewed briefly in the 

summary that concludes each of these sections. 



1 
ie Bon U ~ a d e ,  f i r s t  puzl isqed ir! 1936, deals w i t h  t h e  

x r l t t e n  lunrua,e,  i s  no rna t ive  i n  I n t t n t i o n  and t r a d i t i o n a l  

i n  or , ;anizat ion.  I t  c o n t a i n s  r e f e r e n c e s  t o  i:.any of t h e  m J o r  

grammars and the  exanples  of usaeje a r e  taKen  both from t h e  

c l a s s i c s  and  f rom contemporary w r i t e r s .  

Me thod 

The s tudy  of  syn tax  i s  b u i l t  around t h e  p a r t s  of  speech. 

Zxplanat ions  may be i n  terms of s t r u c t u r e ,  f u n c t i o n ,  o r  

meaning, o r  any comoination of t h e s e ,  but t o  jud,e from mar- 

g i n a l  cases it i s  meaning which i s  i i v e n  t h e  p re fe rence  i n  

c l a s s i f y i n g  forms; where a c o n f l i c t  a r l s e s  between meaning and 

p a r t s  of ~ p e e c h ,  however, t n e  dec i e ion  may w e l l  be made i n  favour  

of t h e  p a r t s  of speech.  

G r e v i s s e 9 s  d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  a r t i c l e s  i s  c h a r a c t e r i s -  

t i c  of h i s  method. He f i r s t  d e f i n e s  t n e  a r t i c l e s  i n  terms of 

a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  meanins, t nen  i n  t h e i r  f u n c t i o n  as c a r r i e r  

of  gender and number. Next he g i v e s  t h e  sub-species ,  which 

a r e  d e f i n i t e  and i n d e f i n i t e ,  and d e f i n e s  each of t h e s e  i n  

terms of i t s  g e n e r a l  meaning. Next he g i v e s  t h e  forms, and 

f i n a l l y  t h e  u s e s  of t h e  forms. 

' Maurice Grevisse ,  Le Bon Usage, 8 t h  ed. ( P a r i s ,  1964) .  
References  w i l l  be g iven  I n  t h e  t e x t  by paragraph numbers. 



belacion of t t ~ e  articles to each otner 

For Grevisse, then, there are two types of articl~, 

the definite arid the indefinite. The so-called partitive !ray 

be related by Its form to the definite and by its meanln~ to 

the indefinite: Grevisse therefore coneirters it a type of 

indefinite srticle. The 3artitive occurs before m s s  nouns 

to indicate that only a 'part of the s~ecies designated' is 

being considered. Its forms are de, du,  de la, de 1' and &. 
Essentially it is the preposition de, but not with its full 

prepositional value of markin~ relationship. Uhen It is 

combined with the forms of the definite article and functions 

as the partitive article, the form & is not to be analysed 

separately as a preposition, but siqly as a formative element 

of tne partitive. On the other hand the homophonous forms 

which occur in indirect obJects, complements of circumstance 

and determinative complenents are to be analysed separately as 

preposition de plus the definite article. He points out that 

it is when the noun is taken in the general sense that de forms 

the partitive article; when the noun is particul~rized and the 

article marks 'special determination', the de - has full pre- 
positional value.(307, 326, 327)  

The most usual meanings of the form des are its par- 

ticularizing meaning with preposition de, (de+ les), and its 

plural indefinite meanind in which it serves as the plural of 

un. Barely does it have partitive meaning. Grevisse quotes, - 
in this connection, Brunot and Bruneau to tne effect that the 

only true occurrence of the nartitive in the plural is with mass 



nours vinich hove on ly  ti; r.l\~r:il form e . L .  l e s  c3n1 i t u r e ~ .  -- 

sowever, i n  view of  t h e  r e l a t i o n  i n  meaning between r a r t i t i v e  

a rd  i n u e f i n i t e ,  he d e c i a e s  t o  add t h e  o l u r ~ ~ l  i n d e f i n i t e  uie 

t o  h i e  discussion of the p a r t i t i v e  forms, w i t h  t h e  r e s u l t  : c l c > t  

the va lue  of h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  i n  terms of mass nouns immediately 

d i s a p p e a r s ,  s i n c e  t n e  p l u r h l  i n a e f i n i t e  on ly  occu r s  w i t h  count 

nouns (327,  liem.1). 

Uses of t h e  p a r t i t i v e  

The f i r s t  u se  i s  s a i d  t o  be be fo re  mass nouns t o  i n -  

d i c a t e  i n d e f i n i t e  q u a n t i t y .  Examples a r e :  b o i r e  .- ae  l a  b i g r e ,  

manger d e s  dp inards .  However, t h e r e  i s  a l s o  a f i g u r a t i v e  use  

w i t h  count nouns. Dans t o u t  anc i en  p ro fe s seu r  de ph i lo soph ie ,  

The second use  i s  wi th  t h e  adverb of a u a n t i t y  b ien .  - 
Except be fo re ' l au t r e s  ' it i s  fol lowed by d ~ ,  de  l a ,  de 1' o r  d e s .  -- 
The ' s imple '  form - de ( a s  c o n t r a s t e d  wi th  t h e  ' f u l l '  forms 

j u s t  mentioned) occu r s  w i th  o t h e r  adverbs  of q u a n t i t y  such a s  

a s s e z ,  beaucoup, moins, peu e t c .  u n l e s s  t h e  noun i s  i t s e l f  

determined by a complement (beaucoup d e s  pensees de Va lk ry ) ,  

o r  by a r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e  ( t r o p  du v i n  que v%us m'avez envoyk) 

o r ,  'more g e n e r a l l y ,  i f  what i s  r e a l l y  be ing  expressed  i s  
2 t h e  p a r t i t i v e  i d e a '  (329,  Hem. 1). Examples of  ' t h e  p a r t i t i v e  

i dea '  a r e :  Beaucoup des  a u d i t e u r s  G ta i en t  cyniques  e t  a i g r e s  

o r  E l l e  c o n s t a t a  ... que beaucoup des  boutons manquaient.  

Now c l e a r l y  t h e s e  las t  f o u r  examples a r e  a l l  ca se s  i n  whic.h t h e  

2 
"ou, p l u s  gknkralement,  s i  l ' o n  exprime vraiment  l ' i d k e  

p a r t i t i v e . "  



,cind.  b?,aUCoUU u e s  auditeurs !riust necessaril:; nave a contc,' 

of lecture' , 'concert' etc. to be comprehcnsitjl?, beeucou~ - d e s  

boutons a cantext o f  jacket or wbistcoat etc. But in his 

definition of the partitive article Grevisse specifically sta- 

ted that it occurred only when the noun was taken in the general 

sense. Beaucoup d'auditeurs and beaucoup de boutons are inter- 

pretable in terns of 'auditors' or 'buttons' in general, but 

the nouns in the examples which he describes as 'really expres- 

sing the partitive idea' are not so intermetable. Conseauently, 

by his own definitions, they are not examples of occurrences of 

the partitive. This embarrassing conclusion follows from 

Grevisse's attempt to combine functional and semantic criteria. 

The third and fourth cases of the occurrence of the 

partitive that Grevisse describes (330, 331, 332) are ones in 

which he gives a set of indications, sometimes structural, some- 

times semantic, for the occurrence of the full forms of the 

partitive on the one hand and the simple form - de on the other. 

The first of these is the occurrence before prenominal adjecti- 

ves and the second is the choice of forms with negatives, which 

depends on the scope of the negative, absolute or restricted. 

The only points to notice here are the equivalences stated bet- 

ween - de and tne full partitive and the mixture of structural 

and semantic clues for good usage, 



rrer-orit Ion '3e9cnd_f the partitive ice& ' 

In hi :  2iscu:,sion of (leterminative ccmnle~nents of 

nounz ,  Grevisse lists ccveral wnich are joined by prepositlot~ 

de. The function of the coapleinent is 'to limit the e x t e n ~ l o r e t  - 
of the precedink noun and the complements are erouped accordlnx 

to the type of relutiofiship said to be indicated by the n r e -  

position. One of these 19 the relationship of the whole to 

the part (la lame d'une & ~ & e ,  le   ire de tous). Under another 

label, but with an acparently similar relationship, we find 

personne de vous and personne des siens which are 'partitive 

comple~ents' or 'complements of the totalityt, the choice of 

labels agparently applyin& to both phrases. Similarly 

J'ai w q u e s - u n s  de ses llvres is described as a 'parti- 

tive complement'. 

All these examples apparently contain preposition & 

but the semantic relationship which it is said to carry is 

indistinguishable from the partitive relation. One may ask 

why Grevisse, since he uses  semantic criteria to make his 

groupings, insists on distinguishing between prepositional & 

and partitive a. 

Influence of the   arts of Speech orientation 

Among the determinative noun comnlements we find a set 

in which the relationship indicated by de is said to be that - 
of content. Examples are une bouteille de vin, un ~anier de 

fraises. From the point of view of meaning these expressions 

might as well be grouped with beaucoup de vin as expressions 



i n  : ?c r  t i n s  a c e r t a i n  o u s r ~ t i t : r .  However s i n c e ,  i n  t h e  f ir: T, 

:wo, t h e  ; ~ a n t i t y  exy)r.ession i s  a noun and i n  t h e  t h i r d  i t  i? 

d e s c r i  red a s  a n  adverb  af a u a n t i t y ,  trley a?-e d i f f e r e n t l y  

ana lysed ,  the  d e  i n  b e s u c o u ~  de v i n  be ing  d e s c r i ~ e d  a s  one of' - 
t h e  occLtrrences of t h e  p a r t i t i v e  i n  i t s  s i m ~ l e  form, and i n  

t h e  o t h e r s  as p r e p o s i t i o n a l  de i n d i c a t i n g  a s p e c i a l  kind of 

r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  con t en t .  

An example of t h e  r e l a t i v e  importance accorded t o  

s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n s  on t h e  one hand and semantic and func- 

t i o n a l  groupings  on t h e  o t h e r  may be seen  i n  Grev i s se ' s  t r e a t -  

ment of dont .  An i n i t i a l  s t a t emen t  t h a t  dont  s e r v e s  as t h e  - 
e q u i v a l e n t  of a complement in t roduced  by de i s  fol lowed by - 
seven pages of s e c t i o n s  and subsec t ions  i n d i c a t i n g  t h e  meanings 

dont  may c a r r y ,  t h e  p a r t s  of speech t o  which it may s e r v e  a s  - 
complement, t h e  grammatical f u n c t i o n s  t o  which it may se rve  

as complement, i t s  equ iva lences  w i t h  de q u i ,  dusue l  e t c . ,  a l l  

of which a r e  covered by t h e  i n i t i a l  s t a t emen t .  Once s t a t e d ,  

t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  then  ignored  as i l l u m i n a t i n g  

t h e  range of occurrence of dont .  

Another example i n  which a r e  d i sp l ayed  t h e  importance 

of  l a b e l s  and t h e  unimportance of  s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n s  between 

forms may be seen  i n  Grev i s se ' s  t r ea tmen t  of t h e  phrase  a v o i r  

de l ' a r ~ e n t  ~ l e i n  s e s  D O C ~ ~ S  (393) .  For Grev isse ,  what needs 

t o  be exp la ined  i n  t h i s  c o n s t r u c t i o n  i s  t h e  l a c k  of agreement j 
between p l e i n  and poches. H i s  i n s t a n t  s o l u t i o n  i s  t h a t  i n  

t h i s  c o n s t r u c t i o n  p l e i n  i s  a p r e p o s i t i o n  and t h e r e f o r e  inva- 

r i a b l e .  Now t h i s  example, and t h e  o t h e r  two of t h e  same type  I 'I 
$1  



of cocstr~lctlon, are extinples of af fectivt. wcrd order, t l L e  

norz?l order bein6 avoir ser poches plcines d'argent. It j s 

true tnat tnere is a difference of figree:aer,t pattern in t r i p  

two constructions, but this is by no rnear:s a unicue occurren- 

ce in cases of alternative word order. For example there is 

the same lack of paralleliso; between feu la reine and la feue 

reine, and for Grevisse these are both adjectives (389). 

What is of more intere~t for. the functioning of the language 

is the occurrence in neutral word order of the mass noun 

argent, of which an unspecified quantity is said to be filling 

someone's pockets - the archetypal situation for the partitive 
according to Grevisse - with the simple form of the partitive 
d'. In the stylistic reordering ue have the full partitive. - 
From Grevisse no comment. 

There are a number of phenomena treated by Grevisse 

under different headings 5ut connected by some grammarians 

with the partitive. It is no rrproach to Grevisse that he 

does not make this connection but neither does he explicate 

in any of these occurrences the appearance of nouns without 

determiners. His treatment of the absence of the article 

likewise ignores them. One may criticize this deficiency 

without insisting that he align himself with any particular 

explanation connected with the partitive. 

The first of these is his curious analysis - or 
rather analyses -of the complement of parler. Parler de la 

qerre is described as containing an indirect object comple- 

ment, and is given as an example of the need to analyse 



! l o u i l l e s ,  o n  the o t h e r  nan(1, i s  s a i d  t o  contt i in a comp1emei.t 

o! cir.cuo:sthnce; r,o e s r l a r ; a ' i o n  i s  o f f e r e d  c;f wnat i s  presdmd- 

b l y  a n  occurrence of  p r e p o s i t i o n  de fol lowed by a noun witnout 

a de te rminer .  One can on ly  sup:,ose t h a t  i t  i s  somehow t h e  ab- 

sence of a r t i c l e  i n  t h e  second t n a t  accounts  f o r  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  

l a b e l  b u t  no exp lana t ion  i s  o f f e r e d  of the l a c k  o f  ~ a r a l l e l i ~ m  

i n  t h e  a n a l y e i s .  

S i m i l a r l y ,  i n  a l i s t i n g  of t h e  d i f f e r e n t  word c l a s s e s  

which can s e rve  as complements of c i rcumstance ,  p l e u r e r  de 

r age  is c i t e d  wi thout  comment on t h e  absence of de te rminer .  

Again rouge de honte  i s  l a b e l l e d  as a de t e rmina t ive  complenent 

of a  q u a l i f y i n g  a d j e c t i v e ,  and d6s i r eux  de g l o i r e  as a n  exam- 

p l e  of a d j e c t i v e  which cannot s t a n d  wi thout  a complement. No 

comment i s  made about  t h e  absence of de te rminer .  

In  d i s c u s s i n g  t h e  complement of t h e  a g e n t  i n  pa s s ive  

c o n s t r u c t i o n s  Grevisse makes f o u r  p o i n t s  about  t h e  cho ice  between 

de - and par t o  i n t roduce  t h e  agen t .  Three of  t h e s e  a r e  based 

on t h e  l e x i c a l  f o r c e  of t h e  v e r b  and t h e  f o u r t h  on whether t h e  

noun involved i s  a de te rminer  o r  no t .  'E i s  o f t e n  used  be fo re  

a complement which i s  n o t  accompanied by a de te rminer .  Par Is 

o f t e n  used before  a complement accompanied by t h e  d e f i n i t e  

a r t i c l e  o r  by  a de te rminer . '  (205, Rem. 4 ) .  These examples are 

given:  La p l ace  6 t a i t  encombr6e de  cu r i eux ,  o r ,  encombrCe p a r  

les cu r i eux  du vois inaf ie ;  Le peuple 6 t a i t  accab lk  d9 imp6 t s ,  

o r ,  pa r  c e s  Impbts. 



It Ls ~ ~ e c . r I j  th+- rlc\ r .x t l v t  Intenr of the tyak hr t!,-~t LIA t - 

t h e  =,r,l? ut s:lon worth c.;~': iderin?; wnet n t = r  one s r ~ o u l d  u: e c?e 

or 2%. No I n c l = & t l o n  is .iven of t n e  c e c e s  In whlch  t k c  

nouns s e ~ v l r , ~ ,  9 s  c n a p l e . : , t r ! t ~  n f  & b e n t  i t r e  or are n o t  ticcon- 

panied by determiners. No connection ir matie - here or else- 
where -between ttie desree of' d e t e r a i m t i o r ,  of the noun in t h e  

differing - de and constructions. No ccrnment iz nade on the 

difference in form between dgtestk des Parislens and accabl6 

de honte ( 2 0 5 ,  Bern. 1, 2). 

Such examples in~icate how little light is thrown on 

basic structural features in the lang~age by an approach in 

which labels are Lore important than relationships. 

Summary 

We have seen that Grevisse' s use of meaning to 

define the functions of the partitive does not lea& to a 

clear analysis. First Grevisse attaches the ~artitive to the 

indefinite article because of its meaning, then on the same 

grounds attaches the analysis of the plural indefinite to the 

partitive. His first definition of the ,enera1 meaning of the 

partitive was accornpunled by a re~triction of its occurrence 

to mass nouns but the aOdition of the plural indefinite to 

the discussion of the pnrtitive makes this restriotion 

meaningless. The fact tnat tne general meaning of the parti- 

tive is frequently carried, not by totally unrelated forms, 

which is normal enou~h in languase, but by the preposition de - 
which Grevisse was at pains  to distinguish from the similar 



! : , r n h t l v e  element i n  t h e  p a r t i t i v e ,  makes i t  n i f f i c u l t  t o  

see  why he i n s i s t s  on t h l r  r i i s t l t c t i o n .  & a i n ,  h i s  c : e f i r : l t l  n 

~f t,?i s e c s n d  fo rmat ive  u:e:,.cnt of t h e  ~ E i r t i t i v t ,  a s  bein6 t . cS  

d e f i n i t e  a r t i c l e  i n  i t s  g e n e r a l  serjse and n l s  inclusion of  

what appear  t o  be determined nouns under tnt.  headin6 of  p a r t i -  

t i v e  occur rences  a r e  i n c o m m t i b l e .  
4 
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:'.#f' + ,. you wish t o  c l a im ,  l i k e  Grevisse ,  t h a t  a  f u n c t i o n  

word l i k e  - de has a l e x i c a l  v a l u e  n3 t  d e r i v i n g  from i t s  c o n t e k t ,  

then  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  see how t h a t  va lue  could  be d i f f e r e n t  

i n  e.g.  une b o u t e i l l e  de v i n  and beaucoup de v i n .  The i r r e -  

levance of h i s  semant ic  groupings  i s  made c l e a r  by h i s  d i f f e r -  

i ng  a n a l y s e s  of t n e s e  two c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  Fu r the r  h i s  p r e f e r -  

ence f o r  l a b e l l i n g  forms r a t h e r  t han  i n d i c a t i n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  

a s ,  f o r  example, between normal and a f f e c t i v e  word o r d e r ,  i s  

a throwback t o  a system of parsin;,  which s ays  very  l i t t l e  

about  language s t r u c t u r e  o r  o p e r a t i o n .  Nost of  a l l  Grev isse ' s  

f a i l u r e  t o  comaent on t h e  l a c k  of p a r a l l e l i s m  between occu r r -  

ences  of t n e  form de p l u s  d e t e r n i n e r  p l u s  noun and t h e  saxe  

form p l u s  unmarked noun i s  a f a i l u r e  t o  c l a r i f y  a fundemental 

s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i n  t h e  lan,ua&e, namely a p a r t  of 

t h e  r e l a t i o n  of t h e  noun ana  de te rminer  systems. 

It seems f a i r  t o  s u g g e s t ,  t h e n ,  t h a t  Grev isse ' s  t r e a t -  

ment f a i l s  t o  demonstra te  how t h e  s e t  of forms he c a l l s  p a r t -  

i t l v e s  f u n c t i o n  i n  t h e  l ansuage  and t h a t  t h i s  f a i l u r e  is  due 

t o  fundamental weaknesses i n  h l s  method. 



T n e  title of bXillsxrne's f i r ~ t  p : ~ l i s h e Z  work, - Le 
i 
2' 

Problkme de l ' a r t i c l e  k t  sa s o l u t i o n  da!:- la langue franc&ise, 

is pernaps the best introcuc';ion to r ~ l s  ,etr:od. The ; ~ l o b l c ~ u  

he s e t s  out t o  oezcribe i s  not, h e  claims, a p r o a l e n  peculiar 

to t h e  F r e ~ c h  lancj.ua,e, 3ut  :)ne s k r e d  by all l ~ ! i b u ~ , , e s ,  I t  

i s  a problem posed by the pressure of ; a a r ' s  t h o u d h t  processes 

t o  fina expression in language.  Specifically it is the ~ r o b l e ~  

of inakin8 the transition from the noun as it arises in the mind 

to the noun as it is used in speech. The more sophisticated 

a lanbuage, t h e  g r e a t e r  the gap betweer the reality of the 

thing ~i~nified by a noun and the idea of that thing held more 

and more independently of t h e  r e a l i t y  in t h e  mind of t h e  speaker. 

The noun in its potential s t b t e  in the mind is at a greater 

remove from the word i n  i t s  use. 

The solution a r r i v e d  at i n  French is t h e  sys tem-of  

articles, the two simple articles & and un and the compound 
4 

articles du, de la and d*. Since the  forms of languade are - -  
affected only by its own internal laws, the thought processes 

Gustave Guilleume, he Probleme de lVArticle et sa solutlon 
dans la langue francaise, (Paris, 1919). This w i l l  be referred j 

to in the t e x t  as *I,e Probl&mew 
4 "Forms of language* and "surface of languageH represent 

Guillaume's use  of "langagen, as distinct from *languep. 

I 
I 



t a o k  cver  sl,ns wr. lc ,  e p p e a r e d  more o r  11- s f o r t u l t : u : l ;  1.; 

trle ~ ~ r f b c e  of' t h e  lan.,ue-e and adapted t L C  . +,o f11.1 t r , ~  

i ~ r e d .  u l l  p o l r ~ t s  ou t  t ,ha t  a : tur y of + h e  o r l  i n s  o f  

the  s r t i c l c - s  i s  l e s s  revepling t h a n  a s:d 3 of  t h e  develo.. 1 

e y ~ t e m  i n  i a e r ~ t ?  f y i n g  t n e  se needs. 

e x t e n t  of ~Guillaume's rxen tc l l~m:  we have h e r e  s p i c t u r e  o f  a 

group of speakers  shaping lan,.ua.ge t c  f i t  t h ~ i r  needs ,  T h i s  

i s  a f a r  d e p a r t u r e  from h i s t o r i c a l  l i n ~ u i s t i c s  where i ' m x  

l i k e  2 and - un a r e  i d e n t i f i e d  by t h e i r  o r i g i n s  and d e s c r i b e d  

d i a c h r o n i c a l l y  i n  terms o f  t h e i r  fnraal  and f u n c t i o n a l  modifi-  

c a t i o n s .  It r e p r e s e c t s  a more r e s o l u t e  ~ y n c n r o n i s m  than  even 
5 

a  r e c e n t  s t r u c t u r a l  a n a l y s i s  i n  which un i s  described as  

u r e a l l y n  a numeral,  * r e a l l y n  b e t r a y i n g  a c e r t a i n  s a t i s f a c t i o n  

a t  having s t r i p p e d  away t r a d i t i o n a l  no t ions '  abou t  a r t i c l e s  

and pinned t h e  f'orm down t o  i t s  esserice, wnich i s  a l s o  i t s  

o r i g i n .  Guillaume's a n a l y s i s  a l s o  r e p r e s e n t s  a d e p a r t u r e  from 

t r a d i t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s  s i n c e  he c la ims  t o  show t h e  v a l u e s  no t  
6 

i n  d i s c o u r s e  but i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  langua&e,  

Discourse and s t r u c t u r e  

The system Guillaume s e t s  o u t  t o  d e s c r i b e  i s  a f a c t  of  

5 Jean  n t b o i s ,  Graamaire s t r u c t u r a l e  du f r a n w i s  ( P a r i s ,  1965) 

@ S t r u c t u r e  of t h e  language* and " s t r u c t u r e w  alone a r e  
used t o  r e p r e s e n t  Guil laumels use  of Mlangue@.  



a f a c t  9 f  t l i - c - u r s e .  Tne k t r u ~ t > ~ r e  is W : ~ E  t IP ~ o s ~ e s s e ; _ i  

s3eHner ar,?L hearer ,  d i : c o ~ r $ e  !,..e ~ c a l i l c t l o -  o f  t n s t  st? c t u r t .  

To H I ' r l V E  a t  tne  s y s t e i r i  orie ,lust s t m t  b ,  t ~ i y i n ~  all t t- 

varyin, shades of aeariin, c a p a t , l e  01' tr,eirc e-~.pressea  I n  Ls- 

course by the a r t i c l e s .  T n i s  m s t  i n  t u r n  be  rmeceded ay a  

study or t n e  ca tegor ies  of nouns,  bo th  hlone ht la  8 s  tceb a r e  

a f f e c t e d  by  var ious  context? ,  tnc! i n  p b r t i c u l o r  of their i i ~ t u -  

ra l  leanin,  t o  one o r  o thercf  t h e  a r t i c l e - .  

hole  of meaning 

Clear ly ~ e a n i n g  i s  central i n  t h i s  a n a l y s i s .  Gulllau- 

rce c a l l s  his method a  wskmantiuue de lan,.;ueN but i t s  ~ E S ~ E  i s ,  

of course,  the  study of meaning in discourse.  Since va lues  

i n  discourse can only proceed from a preexis t ink  value i n  

the  s t r u c t u r e  of the  language, t h i s  l a t t e r  value i s  i n  s o ~ e  

sense the  @meaningw of the  a r t i c l e s .  H o ~ e v e r  a r t i c l e s  and 

prepos i t ions  are n o t ,  f o r  Guillaume, l inked t o  a p a r t i c u l e r  

signifid but r a t h e r  possess a  kind of dynamism which repre-  

s e n t s  a movement of thought. 

The value of the  a r t i c l e s  In  the  s t r u c t u r e  of the 

languade i s  no t  a kind of metaphysical r e a l i t y ,  although it 

is an a b s t r a c t i o n :  i t s  b a s i s  In discourse should make t h i s  

c l e a r .  Nor is it t h e  sum o r  the average of t h e i r  uses  in  

discourse.  A slmple demonstration of t h i s  poin t  nay be made 

by comparing t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  of meaning between the  a r t i c l e s  



in the follo~iing exaoples:  

These two uses represect the m o s t  extreae generalization 

pobsible to the articles. 

2. (a) Un home entra, qui avalt l'air hagard 

(b) L'honlme ktait entr4 et s16talt assis au coin. 
7 

Here, the articles particularize the noun they appear with. 

There is a closer relationship between I (a) and 1 (b) than 

between 1 (a) and 2 (a) or between 1 (b) and 2 (b) 

It is clearly a  ist take tkieli, accoraing to Cuillaume, 

for traditional grammarians to spewk of the 'ffieaning' of the 

in6lviciual articles, since they deal only with the level of 

discourse where an article does not have 'a meaning', On the 

contrary the value of the articles has to be abgtracted from 

a complicated interplay of forces some of which are inherent 

in nouns themselves, while others derive from such contexts 

as adjectives, relative clauses, certain verbs or the force 

of a negation. 

Culllaume, "L' Article franpais t particularization et 
g6n6relization9* Langage et Science du Langage (Paris, 1964) 
pp. 147-8, Henceforth referred to as "L'article franqais". 



C ~ t t  ,,or l e s  o f  no3ins t aken  o u t  of c o n t e x t .  

Nouns i n  t h e i r  p o t s r i t i ~ l  s t ~ t %  h f i ~ e  a n s t u x a l  lnc li 

riation t c ~ ~ a r d :  R c e r t a i n  ar  t i - l c ,  rllatcht-d LI) a r ~ s i s t b n c e  + 

t h e  o t h e r  articles. I t  Is  t h e  strenctki  c-f' ucskne-s of t h  r e  

n s t u r a l  1 i :w t ions  t n e t  e x p l a i n s  var  i? t i o n s  i n  t rlc h ~ t  lc'1 

cetween such cnrases e s  a v o i r  LXI rhume (>at ~ v o i r  l a  f i g v l g .  

dy t h e i r  own n a t u r e  nouns Selony t o  two exhaus t i ve  s e t s  of  

c a t e g o r i e s :  t hey  a r e  e i t h e r  cont inuous  o r  a i s c m t l n u o u s  and 

e i t h e r  ext r in : . ic  o r  i n t r i n s i c ,  The r l r s t  o p 7 ; o ~ i t i o n  r e f e r s  

t o  whet.,er t h e  noun i s  conceived of  by t h e  zind. as a p o i n t  

ir? space,  as f o r  example t a b l e  o r  as soi'ietnlncj w i t h  continuous 

ex t ens ion ,  as f o r  example j u s t i c e .  Sone nouns,  as f o r  example 

v d r i t k  may be a l t e r n a t e l y  c ~ n t i n u o u s  o r  d i s con t inuous .  

Cuillaume l i s t s  s i x  groups of nouns - a b s t r a c t  nouns, nouns 

of m a t e r i a l  e t c ,  -- a r r a n s e d  acco rd ing  t o  t h e i r  r e s i s t a n c e  t o  

o r  accep tance  of  the  n a t u r a l  i n c l i n a t i o n  of cont inuous  nouns 

f o r  a r t i c l e  E. The e x t r i n s i c / i n t r i n s i c  c o n s t r a s t  r e f e r s  

t o  whether a noun c o n t a i n s  enough aean ind  t o  & t a d  a l o n e ,  as 

f o r  example i n t e l l i g e n c e ,  o r  whetht r  it needs completion by 

a n o t h e r  i d e a ,  as f o r  example a p t i t u d e  ( B  l a  musisue) o r  

p o u p e  ( d ' e n f a n t s ) .  

Nouns i n  c o n t e x t  

Taken i n  c o n t e x t ,  nouns w i l l  n e c e s s a r i l y  r e f e r  t o  

some p o i n t  on an e x i s  s t r e t c h i n g  from i n a c t u a l i t y ,  whose 

n a t u r a l  a r t i c l e  i s  le, t o  ~ c t u a l i t y ,  whose n a t u r a l  a r t i c l e  



t e n d  ti-, tt- ~ a r k e - ?  by lf. An immediate m c z e n t a r j -  iol~re>s:- :&, 

c.n ~ : , e  -\t::c?r n a n ! ,   ill be fully actuzl s r ; ?  ter id to te n,s!r%~~? 

by us. As soon as mexory takes over the instantaneous i. , ~ t . s -  

sion and mingles it with others already in t f l e  n l n d ,  t n e  tend- 

ency is towards &. 

Schematization of the article 

It is the interplay of contextual forces and inherent 

tendencies that determines, according not to logical but to 

psychological principles, which article will be chosen in any 

given situation. The organizing ~rinciple that he arrived 

at is, he claims, a fundanental condition of' man's thought 

processes, namely that they move between two poles, the univer- 

sal and the particular. The kinetics of the article is reme- 

sented by an initial movement from universal to particular, 

culminating in numeral one. This rnove~ent is described as 

anti-extensive and christened Tension 1: the article proper 

to it is u~ and the movement of un is therefore from the 

universal to a point just before numeral one. Tension 2, 

extensive in direction starts from nmeral one and extends to 

the universal. Its characteristic article is &. Into this 

schema all the shades of meaning discovered at the level of 

discourse must be capable of fitting if his hypothesis is to 

be Justified. 

The shades of meaning in discourse do not derive simply 



f r o r .  t k i t  partizdlar cut-off imint i n  tr f3 t 6 n s i o n  3f t:,:- : ? + - '  

cle selected by t n e  s~eaker as n o s t  a~prorrlnte fnr w : ' ~ t  + , e  

wants to say: the ixear,ing obtained depencs also nn the 

dlrectior, ~f the mcvemetit cut i n t o  by thy 3ctualization of 

discourse. To illustrate his schema let us situate on it t h e  

examples auoted abc~ve. 

P =  point of particularization 

1 (a) Un enfant est toujours l'ouvrage de sa mbre 

1 (b) L'enfant w n n n n 

2 (a) Un hornme entra, qui avait ltair hagard 

2 (b) L'homme 6tait entr6 et s'gtait assis au coin. 

The article of 1 (a) is situated at the furthest point on T 1 

from the point of particularization represented by the numeral 

one. The article of 1 (b) is situated at the same distance 

from P on T 2. This similarity of position with reference to 

P 'explainsg the similarity of the nuances in the two examples; 

however the direction of the movement intercepted at these 



uolr::: on T ; a!:r,roach tne point  3f r ) a r t i L ~ i n r l z a t i o n  wi:,',qut 

&ci. ievin= i t .  S i x i l a r l y ,  exkm 1f.s 2 ( h )  :-rl:i (b) a r e  situated. 

c l o s e  t o  k but 2 (a) is in te rcewteb  e t  t:!e end r ~ f  t r i e  move-  

r n e ~ ~ t  towaras prrtlcul::rization 2nd 2 ( b )  a t  the  b ~ g i n n i n ~  

of t h e  move.cer:t awsy from t h e  p o l n t  of r ~ . r t i c u l s r l z a t i o n .  

~ l l  p o i n t s  on T 2 have behin?. tnem t h e  p o i n t  of r e f e r ence  of 

imnediate  i n s t an t aneous  exper ience  and are t ~ l e r e f o r e  t o  t h a t  

e x t e n t  menoria l .  

Noun number and noun ex t ens ion  

The a r t i c l e s ,  I t  i s  o f t e n  said,  have taken  over  t h e  

r o l e  of marking number i n  French. Guillaume would no t  pu t  

i t  t h h t  way. He w o ~ l d  s a y ,  on t he  c o n t r s r y ,  t h a t  t h e  a r t i c l e s  

have e x a c t l y  the  sane aechanism as t h e  ca t ego ry  of number bu t  

t h a t  t h e  uYique  c o n t r i b c t i o n  of t h e  a r t i c l e  i s  t o  g ive  sx- 

p r e s s i o n  t o  noun ex t ens ion  wi thout  iinmediately i nvo lv ing  t h e  

ca t edo ry  of number. Where l a ~ ~ u a ~ e s  wi thout  a r t i c l e s  have 

only t h e  two dev ice s  of noun number anc  noun contex t  t o  s i -  

t u a t e  t h e  noun i n  d i s c o u r s e ,  French has  t h r e e :  number, 

i n h e r e n t  i n  t h e  noun and expressed  a l s o  i n  t h e  a r t i c l e  as a n  

a g r e e r e n t  f o r a ,  c o n t e x t ,  and t he  s y s t e n  01 a r t i c l e s .  

Noun e x t e n s i o n ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  i s  a much wider concept  

t h a n  noun number, i nvo lv ing  as it does such s e t s  of c a t e g o r i e s  

as c o n t i n u i t y  o r  d i s c o n t i n u i t y ,  e x t r i n s i c  o r  i n t r i n s i c  v a l u e  

and a c t u a l i t y  o r  i n a c t u a l i t y .  To t a k e  a s imple  example, one 



can observr .  the two f :rmc les d - ( L ~ E  to;,!, t s T  ressi,., 3 c.r 

e r ~ t  L 1 u r a l a  wltr, t,r,. i r  nouns b3t  havir:,- q u i t e  diffc-.re/. ' 

e f  lects 711 t ~ ~ e  exte!,: i o n  o f  t h e l r  r)odnF. 

C u i l l a u m e ' s  d iscuss ion  of thy- uses  ~ r l d  value o f  t h e  

combination a r t i c l e s  du, de l a ,  des can o n l y  be u n d e r s t o n d  

i n  ternis of t he  system of e r t i c l e s  sumraarily descr ibed above. 

The genes is  of combinhtion a r t i c l e  ' d e s f  - 
Guillaume's schema of the  s y s t e x  o f  a r t i c l e s  shows 

two tens ions  one of which moves from un ive r sa l  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  

and i s  the  f i e l d  of extension of t n e  a r t i c l e  un. The d i rec -  

t i o n  of the  mqvement i s  a r e s t r i c t i v e  o n e ,  i t s  terminus being 

t h e o r e t i c a l l y  the point  before which t h t  a r t i c l e  un becomes 

the  numeral un. This  tens ion  and ihe a r t i c l e  which it 

symbolizes are both descr ibed as ant i -extens ive .  By the 

same reasoning, t ens ion  2 which takes  t h e  numeral un as i t s  

point  of depar ture  and moves towards the  u n i v e r s a l ,  and i t s  

a r t i c l e  le, are descr ibed as extensive.  

P l u r a l i t y ,  c l e a r l y ,  i s  a form of ex tens ion  and 

t h e r e f o r e  belongs i n  T. 2. What a form such a s  - l e s  adds t o  

t h e  extension provided by the  a r t i c l e  - l e  i s  simply a  confirm- 

a t i o n ,  by means of the  agreemeat p l u r a l ,  of the  movement of 

extension inherent  i n  2. The f a c t  t h a t  the  p l u r a l  form of 



bv t n e  exact e-uivalr-nce In neanin; of i ' h o - a e  clnu le,. 

ho .[rnes k -,en  cot!^ are allowed t- devtlon to t:le 11:.1+ ! o: ' ::, 

u r  i v e r s i l l .  

However, trlere is a basic incor-ruity between r ~ l u -  

ra,ity an3 t n e  anti-extensive T 1. Trie ~ t r l k i ~ g  demonstra- 

tion of tnis fsct in fi'rench is the lack of a nlural formed 

on un. The fact that the lan8uade tried out a plural f l 2 r r n  

uns patterned on the plural & but thst thi: f'ora did not 

survive confirms for Guillauue this basic incongruity. The 

form &, situated in T 2 but nerviny as a plu~al for the 

anti-extensive ua, was created by imnorti?& into the s y s t e z  

of articles the form de - which, in the system of Drepositions, 
has a dynamic of inversion, serving to reverse the movement 

of preposition - 8. In contradistinction to =, therefore, 
des inaicates plurality not capable of infinite extension, - 
that Is, the idea of restricted finite quantity. 

The genesis of 'du*, 'de la9 

As we have seen T 1 is the anti-extensive tension, 

the movement from universality passing through decreasing 

quantities to singularity; it is the natural tension of 

count nouns. T 2 Is the natural tension of continuous nouns, 

such as those of matter or abstract qualities, which refer 

to amorphous things not having a finite extension. But con- 

tinuous nouns need not only an extensive but an anti-extensive 

article; here again the gap in the system is filled by the 



forms du, ae la. rhese fcrnis  translate a rx r t i a l  extei; ,  l 2 r ,  

in relation to thc total field of exten:,?~n tc which [ h e y  

belon,. Tric d i f f e r e n c e ,  tnerefore, bet31re~ l'eau, ~ i c n i f y l r i g  

everythlnb to which the word eau - car? a p p l x ,  c r d  de l 0 e 6 ~ ,  i:> 

that the latter indicates a restricted exten~ion of t h p  neun. 

But just as t h e  notion of e x t e n s i o n  i~ not ourely quantita- 

tive, so other nuances can 5c exuressed by the cartitive, f r ! r  

example the restriction to a particuidr of possessin& 

or usin6 an abstract quality. This is the nubnce in avoir 

de la bontd. - 

ilelatio!iship of 'du, de la' and 'des' 

Guillauae, like Grevisse, distinguishes a set of 

contracted definite articles fron t h e  ~artitlves but does 

not distinguish a plural indefinite, The forms du, -9 de la 

de 1' and des belong togetr-er because they re~resent the - - 
same movement of thought. 

Preposition 'dew and inverter 'de' 

Like the artlcies, - de is not linked to a fixed slgni- 

fld but has its own dynamism. It has indeed a double movement, - 
not only in terms of meaning, but formally, in its movement 

from the category of preposition to the category of article. 

Gulllaume pictures this movenent as a cline starting from 

the point where the meanin6 is fully prepositional. As the 

prepositional force decreases the inverter force increases, 

until the form is wholly inverter. Only where the prewosition- 

a1 force has completely disappeared can the nartitlve be 



forced;  any r e s idue  o f  r ; rer .osi t ional  f o r c e  will r~ reven t  t . , ~  

f o r w t i o n  o f  t h e  p a r t i t i v e .  

Of course n renos i t ion  de i s  f r e e  to combine w l t h  t h e  - 
extensive le i n t o  t h e  cont rac ted  d e f i n i t e  a r t i c l e c .  I n  l a  - - 
plupar t  des r,hilosopnes o r  11s ont vkcu h u i t  Jours  d e s  provl- 

s ions c u e  nous l e u r  av ions  l a i s s g e s  the  form i s  not  a par- 

t i t i v e  a t  a l l  but a combination of de and  l e s .  - - 
However, a t  t h e  end of i t s  movement from prepos i t ion  de - 

t o  f u l l  i n v e r t e r  e, t h e  f u l l  p a r t i t i v e  occurs.  A t  t he  begin- 

ning of t h e  movepent, de i s  f u l l y  p repos i t iona l  and prevents 

t h e  formation of t h e  p a r t i t i v e .  This  i s  the  case i n  v iv re  de 

pain as a g a i n s t  manger du pain.  Manger i s  s a i d  t o  a c t  d i r e c t l y  

upon the  o b j e c t ,  v i v r e  only through the  intermediary of prepo- 

s i t i o n  g. 

Half-way between p repos i t ion  - de and i n v e r t e r  - de l i e s  

the  point where - de has both p repos i t iona l  and invers ive  fo rce*  

Here a r e  s i t u a t e d  forms l i k e  beaucoup de,  peu de,  remplir  de, 
8 

couvr i r  de fo l lowed  d i r e c t l y  by a noun. I n  Le Probleme 

Guillaume's e x p l a n a t i o n  was t h a t ,  a f t e r  a verb o r  adverb of 

quan t i ty ,  & 'made t h e  noun concrete '  and d id  away with t h e  

These e x a m ~ l e s  a r e  taken from Le Problbme, (1919) p.  263; 
only the  adverbs  are  mentioned i n  "Logioue Constructive du 
s y s t h e  de l ' a r t i c l e ,  (hencefor th  r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  "Logicue 
Constructivew ) Langage e t  Science du Larigage ( P a r i s ,  1964) 
p. 178. I t  i s  p p F 3 l ~ ~ e - a ~  i n  nls later tn inking  remplir  de 
and couvr i r  de m i g h t  have been given t h e  same ana lys le  as 
vivre de (above ) . 



need for a ouantitative article. In 'Lo&i(-ue Constructi~etl, 

first n u b l i r f i e d  ln 1945, tfle exnlhnation is zimllsr but is 

6 i v e n  in terns of t ~ : e  cline, na:-~ely that & represents en In- 

complete inversion w:iicn is all tnht can occur when the ideb 

of restricted quantity Is indicated in some way by tne context 

apart from the article. 

Exam~les of this situation are ne,etion of the idea of 

the noun, as in ne pas manger de pal5 where the negation limits 

the extension of the noun, and the nreeence of a prenominal 

adjective, as in d'excellent pain, where the menominal nosition 
9 

allows excellent to limit the extension of pain. 

Guillaume is thus giving a different analysis of the 

function of de in beaucoup de pain and in vivre de pain- (and 

perhaps even in emplir or couvrir de pain and vivre de pain). 

At the level of discourse there is no evidence to warrant this 

distinction, which is apparently motivated by the presence of 

the ideaof quantity in negation, in the limiting force of a 

pronominal adJective, and in the meaning of adverbs of quantity. 

The partitive is analysed as indicating an idea of restricted 

quantity and the overlap between it and the context explains 

the occurrences of - de situated at the half-way mark. In the 

case of vivre de pain, - de is f ~ l l y  prepositional and part of 

the structure of tne verb-object relation. 



the partitive. 

In discussing noun groups linked oy  rrepositional @ 

Guillaume explains the difference in article between amour tie 

la gloire and d&sir de gloire by tracink; tce nominnlizations 

back to aelqu'un aime la gloire and k&el:utun d6sire de la 

gloire. This verbal reletionship is described ss functional 

dependence. Nominalization occurs by means of preposition - de 

giving: 

L1amour /de/ la  loi ire 

Led6sir /de/ de la gloire 

Non-formation of the partitive after preposition & produces 

Le dCsir de &loire and explains the difference in the final 

forms. There are other examples of functional dependence in 

whloh noun one implies an idea of possession relative to noun 

two and non-formation of the partitive explains the final form. 

Thus L ~ s  possesseurs de terres is traced back to les posses- 

seurs ayant des terres and les meres de c6libataires to = 
10 

m&res ayant pour fils des c6libataires. 

One of the relationships said to be indicated by de 

In a noun group is that of form to matter. Where noun one is 

a collective like classe or foule the clue to the presence or 

absence of the article is to omit the collective and see what 

10 
Guillaume frequently calls on this kind of underlying 

structure in a way that would delight transformationalists 
although their methods are otherwise totally opposed. 



article would naturally occur with noun two sto::dln, a: on: . 
Thus, i f  one thinks les bour~eois, the naL4n grozp la cla. :.r 

des L';IGT&~O~S is tm ciesired form, Thbt  is the artlcle c . . ) :  er, --- 

for bourp;;eois ~lone reirlalns, the s8me one is vut before tr:e 

collective and tne group is joined by prenositlon de. tiowever - 
if one thinks des gens, tile pfirtitive i s  ruppressed in the 

nominalization and noun one tends to be rreceded by E. Thus 

une foule de gens. 

me occurrences of *det plus noun not related to non-formation 

of the partitive. 

Among the noun groups linked by & which are said to 

indicate tne relationship of form and matter are une ~outte 

$*eau and un morceau de sucre. A sub-group includes quantit6, 

passe, nombre, dizalne etc. in which the idea of form In this 

first noun is said to have given way to the idea of quantity. 

Since the groupings are seifiantic in any case, it is hard to 

see why beaucouv de sucre should have a different analysis 

from un morceau de sucre. Yet the & with ~ ~ ~ U C O U D  is semi- 

inverter, semi preposition and the de with morceau is preposition 

Ba. 

This same group showing the reiationship between form 

and matter stretches somewhat elastically to include attenuative, 

privative and finally inchoative nuances until the organizing 

principle disappears. Amon3 the privative noun groups are 



nornlnal I z a t  ions  such  as  mn?ue  d ' a rgen t  . Now &il laume r!?: c .  

~ l r e n ~ y  o f f e r e d  a se;riantlc e x ~ l a n a t i o n  of the nL)sence rif n r t i -  

c l e  I n  I1 manque d e  f o r c e  which wclild ~ r e s ~ : r , t i b l y  anp ly  tq 

the  nomina l i za t i a :~ .  The ex? l ana t lon  i s  t n a t  t h e  o b j e c t  01 a 

verb of  n r i v a t l o n  i s  i n c o ~ p a t i b l e  w i t h  & i f '  t h e  l a c k  ind ica ted  

i s  t r e a t e d  A S  a q u a n t i t y .  ije i s  s a i d  t o  be  tile s i g n  t h a t  

i n d i c a t e s  that the  i dea  i s  qua r : t i t a t i ve .  I n  l u i  manque la  

f o r c e  what i s  l a c k i n g  i s  not  a q u a n t i t y  of any th ing  but a 

q u a l i t y  a.nd t h i s  e x p l a i n s  t h e  presence of a r t i c l e  k. Here, 

as s o  o f t e n  i n  h i s  work, Guillaume i s  ignor ing  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  

d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  two phrases .  11 l u i  manque l a  f o r c e  

i s  t h e  r e o r d e r i n g  i n  impersonal  form of La f o r c e  l u i  manque 

and Guillaume poin ted  o u t  himself  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  r a r e l y  r e s i s -  

t a n c e  t o  t h e  a r t i c l e  by  nouns i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  f o r  t h e  reason 

t h a t ,  i n  languades which have l o s t  t h e i r  c a s e  system, t he  

m n c t i o n  of subdect  i s  r a r e l y  i n d i c a t e d  a s  such, and it i s  

c l e a r  f u n c t i o n  marking t h a t  r e s i s t s  t h e  a r t i c l e .  Funct ion In 

o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  i s  more c l e a r l y  i n d i c a t e d  because of  t h e  in -  
ll 

f l u e n c e  of t h e  verb.  Thus, rat:ier t han  d l s t i n g u l s h  seman- 

t i c a l l y  between t h e  i dea  of q u a n t i t y  and t h e  Idea of q u a l i t y  

-a d e l i c a t e  nuance, t o  s a y  t h e  l e a s t ,  i n  t h e s e  exp res s ions  - 
Gulllaume might have made a d i s t i n c t i o n ,  even i n  h i s  e m  terms,  

between s u b j e c t  and o b J e c t  p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e  noun. 

l l L *  P r o w ,  g. 18. "Une c e r t a i n e  r 6 s l s t a n c e  B l l a r t l c l e  < 

~ i e n t  de  c e  que l e  nom r e q o i t  dans l a  ~ h r a s e  une fonc t ion  d d t e r -  
minde, p a r t i c u l i h e  ... La r k s i s t a n c e  p rov ien t  s u r t o u t  des  
f o n c t i o n s  rggime, tr&s peu de la  f o n c t i o n  s u j e t .  La r a i s o n  en 
es t  que l e  s u j e t  dans  l e s  langues  p u i  o n t  perdu l e u r  d g c l i n a l -  
s o n  n ' e s t  pas matgr ie l lement  indiqud comme t e l ;  a u l a u  s u r p l u s ,  
il s e  p rdsen te ,  & l ' o r d i n a i r e ,  en t e t e  de  phrase ,  c 'est-A-dire 
a v a n t  q u ' a i t  paru l e  verbe ,  qu l  e s t  l e  v g r i t a b l e  d C t e r m l n a n t k 4  b+d 



In discussing the re htionship of functional a e c e r ~ ~ i e  e 

between two nouns we saw that Guill~ume used the non-fori~~~tl:,!i 

of t!:e vartitive after & tc~ explain a g r o u p  l i ~ e  d4sir cle 

u. But under the zarrie !leadine he &ives a different 

explanation for pout d'exactitude and godt de l'exactituae. 

The noun, llexactltude, in the second is said to stand for 

'ex~ctness itself' and is marked by J&; the noun exactituae 

in the first stands for a more concrete value of the noun 

defined as 'more or less the mark of exactness in things'. 

This degree of concreteness cannot be marked by &, he says, 

nor can un be used with a contlnuous abstract noun since it - 
translates the actual and concrete. In view of his definition 

of the function of the partitive as providing a non-extensive 

article for continuous nouns, one would expect that this nuance 

would be marked by the partitive. Compare, for example, the 

description of & la vraie bontd as representing 'the marks 
1 

of goodness (perceptible by the senses) in persons or things. 

But Guillaume continues, on the contrary, that the only possi- 

bility of translating the desired nuance of exactitude Is zero 

article. Thus there is a different explanation for the absence 

of article in g ~ d t  d'exactitude and gdsir d u l r e ,  a dlffe- 

rence which even in Guillaume's own terms seems to have a 

rather shaky Justification. 

Zero article 

In some cases, rather than explain absence of the arti- 

cle after preposition & by non-formation of the partitive, 



vklze  brou,; i .~t  t o  R n ~ ~ l r i  by zero article. , f  coul se  ';tie net, 

r e s u i t  i s  tne  stin,e, but  tr:e i l s - t i nc t l o t i  :I:HJ+(cs a differev.r-r  :.o 

- t i le tcieory. i n  c a s e s  of  nor:-1'orm.t lor .  o f  t h e  n a r t i t i v e  1:. I s  

a s s u m e d  t h a t ,  were i t  no t  f o r  p ~ r t i c u l a r  c ~ n t e x t 7 ~ a l  i n f l ~ t n c ~ s ,  

the noun would nave nad a v ~ r t i t l v e  f i r t i c l e .  Such i c  t h e  c a r e  

i n  d k s i r  d e  , 4 l o i r e ,  i n  r,e p a s  man,:,er d e  pa in ,  beaucoup d e  

g a i n  e t c .  I n  cases  of z e r o  a r t i c l e ,  l i k e  ,ofit d ' e x a c t i t u d e ,  - 
t h e  nuan-e d e s i r e d  from t h e  noun inde~ende : l t  of i t s  con tex t  can 

only be ob ta ined  b y  ze ro  a r t i c l e .  If t h i s  a r , a l y s i s  i s  t o  s t and  

up ,  I t  m u ~ t  be p o s s i b l e  t o  d i s t i n d u i s h  between t h e  nuance 

supp l i ed  by t he  p a r t i t i v e  a n d  suppressed by ttle c o n t e x t ,  and 

t h a t  supp l i ?d  by  Lero a r t i c l e .  

Gui l laune ske tched  h i s  t heo ry  of ze ro  a r t i c l e  i n  

probl&me and l a t e r  added i t  t o  t h e  schema of t h e  f i r s t  t h r e e  

a r t i c l e s .  He  r e g a r d s  zero  as t h e  r q o ~ t  r e c e n t  a d d i t i o n  t o  the  

system of a r t i c l e s  and c la ims  t h n t  t h e r e  a r e  s u r v i v a l s  of 

z e r o  a r t i c l e  from a n  e a r l i e r  s t a g e  of t h e  lan$uage on ly  because 

t hey  correspond t o  a l i v e  p ~ y c h i c  mechanism i n  t h e  speakers .  

It i s  no t  enouah t o  s a y  of a v o i r  faim o r  avoir s o i f  t n a t  they 

are ' f i x e d  e x p r e s s i o n s * .  

Zero a r t i c l e  belon6s  i n  a t h i r d  t e n s i o n ,  T 3, which 

t a k e s  i t s  p o i n t  of' d e p a r t u r e  a t  t n e  l i ~ i i t  of T 2 ,  t h e  p o i n t  a t  

which t h e  a r t i c l e  & expre s se s  t h e  wides t  p o s s i b l e  u n i v e r s a i i t y  

and  a b s t r a c t i o n .  The v a l u e  of  ze ro  i s  s a i d  t o  be t h e  

' t r a n s - a b s t r a c t  c o n c r e t i o n '  of  t h e  noun, ' t r a n s - a b s t r a c t '  



bc i & t ~ ~ e  It, has t a i e n  I t s  m i n t  of ciena1.t ,re f r n m  t11- i i .  1' - f  

T 2. An exa.:nle i s  t? ce seen I n  x r l e r  a'airiour a s  e,-si9;: t 

~urler : e  l t an ,?u l - .  The Tero t i r t i c l e  forr i s  s a i d  tq rer l . JLi? :  t --- -- 

something exper ienced p e r s o n ~  I ly as  e ~ a  in: t sometnitig t:-~c~u,.,t  

of  i ~ p e r s o ~ a l l y .  or a,ain I n  _la voix d e  : ' a m i t i k  a s  a,-aln.,t 

une v ~ i x  d e a i n i t i P ,  a m i t i 6  i n  t h e  seconcl i s  s b i a  t o  'keep t i le  

e l e v a t e d  i , ) ne  of t h e  b b e t r b c t  meaning wni le  exp re s s ing  a t  t h e  

same t i n e  t h e  person81 f e e l i n g  being d i sp l ayed ' .  Th i s  pre- 

s e r v a t i o n  of t h e  e l e v a t e d  tone  of t h e  preceding t e n s i o n  i n  a 

more conc re t e  a s p e c t  i s  s a i d  t o  be a n  e f f e c t  of z e r o  a r t i c l e .  

Is i t  p o s s i b l e  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  i n  G u i l l a u m e * ~  own terms 

between ' c o n c r e t i o n '  of a noun and ' t r a n s - a b s t r a c t  conc re t i on9  ? 

The p a r t i t i v e ,  which i s  s i t u a t e d  no t  on T 3 bu t  T 2 ,  r e n r e s e n t s  

a 3ove:nent away from u n i v e r s a l i t y  and a b s t r a c t i o n  t o  s ingu la -  

r i t y  and conc re t i on .  Like un,  t h e  p a r t i t i v e  i s  ' a c t u a l '  

( i n  t h e  sense  of being r e l a t e d  t o  imaedia te  e x ~ e r i e n c e ) ,  as 

a g a i n s t  & which i s  i n a c t u a i .  The p a r t i t i v e  i s  more conc re t e  

t han  &= a t  t h e  end of i t s  movemect. De l 'amour,  as  a g a i n s t  t h e  

u n i v e r s a l  and a b s t r a c t  l 'amour,  may i n d i c a t e  a r e s t r i c t e d  

q u a n t i t y  of l ove  o r  a p a r t i c u l a r  i n s t a n c e  of  a d i s p l a y  of t h e  

s e n t i x e n t .  But i t  i s  i n  e x a c t l y  t h e  l a t t e r  terms t h a t  Guillaume 

c h a r a c t e r i z e s  t h e  nuance of ze ro  a r t i c l e  i n  p a r l e r  d'amour. 

W h a t  i s  i n d i c a t e d  by t h e  ze ro  a r t i c l e  he s a y s ,  i s  ' t h e  sent iment  

of love expressed  by words of l ove  in tended  i n  t h e  conc re t e  and 

t h e  immediate (which are t h e  same t h i n g )  f o r  t h e  person t o  whom 

t h e y  a r e  add re s sed ' .  What makes t h i s  ' t r a n s - a b s t r a c t '  i s  t h a t  



it is said to 'go beyona t h e  abstract rerresectatior. (31 t ? , ~  
12 

sent i1ner,t' . Other exaaples of this nuance are s ~ i 2  to be 

mosrir cle soif, crier tie douleur. Again in I -rler de ~;olitiftue - ..-- 

the zero nuance is said to euc>gest conversation, not about t t ie  

abstract idea of nolitics, but about 'certsin political 

questionst. Again Willaume adds that the zero value goes 

beyond the abstract ideal representation la politi'?ue. It - 
would seem equally justifiable to situate 'certain political 

questions' on this side of the abstract ideal representation 

rather than beyond it. That is to say, there is no narticular 

justification, even semantically, for Guillaumets statements 

thzt these nuances are 'trans-abstract' and consecuently no 

particular justification for analysing vivre de pain in terms 

of non-formation of the partitive after preposition de and - 
mourlr de soif in terms of the positive choice of zero article 

as the only way of giving the noun the desired nuance. 

Summarz 

An atteqt has been made to deal with Guillaume's analy- 

sis of the partitive articles in his own terms, that is to say, 

accepting his claim that it is possible to make verifiable 

statements about thought processes, and the objections that 

12 
"Logique ConstructiveN, p. 182: "Alors aue le premier 

exemple rparler de ltamour~ suggbre l'idde d'un discours dont 
le sentiment de l'irmour, abstraitement concu, fait le sujet, 
le second rparler dtamour , transgressant la representation 
abstraite du sentiment luEmeme, nous le montre exprimti par 
des paroles amoureuses dont l'intention vise, dans le concret 
et le momentand (qui ne font qulun), une personne B qui elles 
sont adressdes." 



:,ave been r a i s e 2  h;~ve been ~ e n t  as  muck, ds : , o ? s l b l e  w l t c . l r .  5, = 

f rmework  02' ::is r o ~ t u ~ a t e s .  Th is  i s  n o t  Tne n l a c e  t o  d l r c l l s s  

Excn iund:> . en '  a1 ,!ce:,t ions u s  whethf r ntesnin,: Is t-, be four ,i 

In  words  o r  o ~ l y  L A  l;lr+,er u t t e r a f i ce s  o r  h : ~ t - t , * ~ r r  t n e  wnoie 

a n a l y s i s  of  t h e  r r o ~ l e ~  o f  t h e  a r t i c l e  i s  ~ ~ e a n i n g f u l  o u t s i d e  

t h e  Indo-kuropean languege group. However, even i n  h i s  own 

terms,  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  he i s  open t o  t n e  cnarge of completely 

~ u b j e c t i v e  metnods. He says  h i a s e l f  t h a t  no two nouns have t he  

same n u a l i t i e s  and t h a t  on ly  awnroxiaate  groupings  o f  them can 

be made. H i s  d e f i n i t i o n s ,  l i k e  t h a t  of t h e  nuance of ze ro  

a r t i c l e ,  a r e  open t o  q u e s t i o n .  H i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of d iachro-  

n i c  f a c t s ,  such a s  t h e  disappearance of p l u r a l  u x ,  needs 

t o  be q u a l i f i e d  i n  t h e  l i g h t  of f a c t s  of o t h e r  languages ,  such 

a s  t h e  p e r s i s t a n c e  of  j u s t  t h i s  form i n  Spanish.  H i s  semantic 

groupings  d i s g u i s e  s t r u c t u r a l  d i l ' f e r e n c e s  and l e a d  t o  d i s -  

s i m i l a r  a n a l y s e s  of a p p a r e n t l y  s i m i l a r  phenomena. The f a c t  

t h a t  a l l  occur rences  of p r e p o s i t i o n a l  de can be a r ranged  some- 

where on h i s  c l i n e  on ly  d i s g u i s e s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  assignment 

of a p a r t i c u l a r  p l ace  on t h e  c l i n e  i s  f i n a l l y  a r b i t r a r y .  

F i n a l l y ,  h i s s h e m a  of t h e  a r t i c l e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  be fo re  it was 

thrown ou t  of ba lance  by t h e  a d d i t i o n  of ze ro  a r t i c l e ,  i s  ele- 

gan t  b u t  n o t  exp lana tory :  it i s  a t  b e s t  a metaphor which l i k e  

a l l  good metaphors embraces many s e p a r a t e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  i n  a 

s i n g l e  image. 



Jean Gubois 

he thod 

13  
Dubois' analysis of the F'rrr.cri r :~ ;~ l ; r a l  system is a 

co-occurrence possi~llities by the principle of commutation. 

He claims to have based his ~tudy on a f'inite corpus made up 

of actual communications taken to be representative of the 

system. He has adopted the Bloomfieldian view that the meaning 

of a lingui~tic form is the situation in which it is uttered 

and understood; from this it follows that the role of meaning 

in his analysis is  imply as a check on the commutatione: he 

will not analyse meaning, interpret it or use Lt as a measuring 

device. Finally, he proposes to describe the segments of the 

language by their relative position in the speech chain. 

Language as code 

Dubois suggests that a distributional analysis is 

incomplete without a description of the system of redundant 

markings which are inherent in the code of the language. He 

does not deal with redundancy in the expression of rneaning,by 

repetition etc.,which Is not part of the code of the langage. 

1 3  
Jean Dubois, Grammaire structurale du fran~ais: nom et 

pronon, (Paris, 1965). 



Position 

i-felative p o s i t i o n  is said t o  be t h e  'essentlcl' i t1~1ic:a- 

Lor of the beginning of syntadms and t h e i r  e x m n s l o n s  r>nd of 

tneir function. Indeed in several nl~ces imbois e,?uates 
15 

'position' and 'function'. A n o w  syntasm followed uy a 

verb syntagm will be in the relation of' subject to verb in a 

declarative sentence for example; the same syntagms inverted 

will indicate the verb-subject relatiorship in interrogation. 

In the examples: 11 nta envoy6 h Paris and - I1 ~ ' a  

envoy6 un paquet, the functions of - me are determined by the 

different types of expansions of the verbs. The addition of 

a segment such as le, la or l e s  will 'modifyt the function of - - - 
me or te, for example in: .Oh t'envoie-t-il? and I1 me l'a - - '9 

envoyd. However, in the case of a pair bike: I1 me ~arle 

and I1 me voit, the function of me cannot be said to be - - 

14 
Dubois has a habit of scattering superlatives like 

nessentialn nprinclpal" throughout his text without indicating 
the grounds on which he determines the ranking. 

E.g. p.  174: "La position (ou fonction) est plus impor- 
tante que la notion d*animk/inanim6...m 



d i f f e r e n t  altclough r a r l e r  arid v o i r  do  navf  ~1:f erer;t t,. re: ,,; -- - - 
e x n a n ~ i ~ n .  he 2nd t e  a r e  r io t  s a ld  t o  a rnaJ~ami te  two fu !~c t lo r , : . ;  - - 
trip tfi70  type^ c , f  v e rb?  Eire s n i d  t o  mzke use - ~ f  t h e  san.e f r.11, 

me. S i m i l a r l y ,  I n  tne  uns t r e s sed  t h i r d  Ferson Dronouns :e, - 
l u i  i n  which formal  and f u n c t i o n a l  d i f f c r e r c e s  c o i n c i a e ,  fun- 
- 9  

c t i o n  i s  r e l a t e d  not  t o  form but  t o  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  p o s i t l o ~ a l  

p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of t h e  forms such as .me l e  but  le l u i .  The 

examples of t h e  u n s t r e s s e d  pronouns i n d i c a t e  how mucn more i m -  

por tance  i s  accorded i n  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  t o  p o s i t i o n  than  t o  pa- 

radigm o r  form. 

Redundant markings 

Where normal p o s i t i o n  i n d i c a t e s  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  t h e  

system of  markings i s  s u p ~ l e m e n t a r y  on ly ,  merely confirming 

t h e  i n d i c a t i o n s  of p o s i t i q n .  Where p o s i t i o n a l  i n d i c a t i o n s  a r e  

suspended, t h e  system of marks may t a k e  over t h e i r  r o l e .  For 

example, i n  t h e  sen tences :  O u i ,  d i t  l ' e n f a n t ,  and Oui, d i s e n t  - 
l e s  enfants,  t h e  absence of p l u r a l  markings i n  v e r b  and noun 

i n  t h e  f i r s t ,  and t h e i r  presence i n  t h e  second a l lows  t h e  

mod i f i ca t ion  i n  o r d e r  while conserving cohesion.  Agreement, o r  

redundancy of marks, may a l s o  p l ay  a p a r t  i n  marking t h e  l i m i t s  

of syntagms o r  expansions .  For example i n  Le f i l s  de s  v o i s i n s  

e s t  r e n t r d  de l ' d c o l e ,  t h e  absence of p l u r a l  marking on Le f i l s  

and e s t  r e n t r d  marks o f f  t h e  l i m i t s  and t h e  f u n c t i o n  of t h e  

noun expansion pes v o i s i n s .  Of course ,  i n  t h e  ca se  of Les - 
f i l s  d e s  v o i s i n s  s o n t  r e n t r k s  de l 'Gcole ,  o t h e r  i n d i c a t o r s  must 

t a k e  over.  



Link words 

B e s i a e s  the factors of position and the distributior. of 

a:; rics in det ernilnins sentence structure, there may also be 

lormal indicators of the beginning of syntagms. These are 
16 

"demarcatifs" or link words. Examples are et, ou, gue and - de. 

In the example above: Le fils des voisins, the status of 

des voisins as a noun expansion of Le fils, called the base 

syntagm, is inaicated by its positlon, by the unmarked sin,,ulars 

on either side of it, by the fact that like le fils it is a 

noun syntagm but 'especially' because it begins with the link 

word des. - 

Cohesion 

Cohesion, sometimes called concatenation, is a rather 

vaguely defined notion. Position, redundant markings and link 

words may all contribute to it. In the example above, Dubois 

speaks of the 'concatenation' of le fils and est rentr6, but 

in the example: Oui, dit l'enfant, the absence of normal word 

order is called the absence of a mark of cohesion. Dubois then 

continues: "Dans une suite de syntagmes A, B, C, D, E, F, la 

cohdsion, c'est-Q-dire la concatenation AB, puis BC, puis CD, 
1 7  

DE, EF, est assurhe par la position de B aprhs A etc." Even 

vaguer is the.conception of 'maximal' cohesion. This term is 

16 
The translation *link wordsn was chosen in preference to 

something like mboundary markers" as there are so many other 
indicators of boundaries. 

17 
Dubois, p.  26. 



called upon to describe the lunction of l i n k  word de in u s  

foule de &&n&raux.  hxpressions such as une foule de, 'un A:: ric 

nomure de, un petit nombre de are said to be 'characterized 

by the absence of the variant a' thus implying a distinction 
in the amount of cchesion afforded by the variants. 

The system of agreement markings is related to the 

amount of cohesion and to the choice of link words. In the 

case of: A Paris. la circuletion des voitures est difficile 

vers 18 heures, the base syntagm of the subject is circulation; 

its expansion des voitures does not modify the distribution 

of marks in the verb syntagm. In Une foule de ~4ndraux 

l'attendent dans la cour d'honneur, the base syntagm of the 

subject is pGn6raux and the verb is marked with its mark. 

This is said to be the case for adverbs of quantity and the 

expressions such une foule de mentioned above. 

The units of systems 

Forms in complementary distribution such as Je, gng 

m&, mien in spite of their formal and functional dlfferences 

are described as a single system. The object pronouns k, la 

les which function as syntagms of the sentence, and the article - 
le, a, which functions as a member of a noun syntagm - 
belong to the same system. As we saw, it is not their func- 

tional differences but their different co-occurrence possibi- 

lities which distinguish unstressed & and &J.; unstressed 

me and do not represent an amalgam of forms, but are single 



f'crmc which two  type^ 13f vcarbs make use of -those like I - Ir 

whose expansion is not introduced by a ]irk word, 21nd thoye 

like par!+r whose ex~anslon is introduced by a link word, 

Again interro~~tive qui/que and relative A/* are a sindle 

system, their f'unctlons br ing distin~ished not by intonation 

or position, but by their different systems of reference, 

the interrosatlve referring forward to the segments in the 

anticipated response, the relative referring backwards to 

specific earlier noun syntagms. 

It is clear from these examples that in an attenpt to 

see the functioning of the code by ellnlnat,ing multiple seman- 

tic and functional subdivisions, Dubois is deliberately de- 

emphasizing the paradignatic aspects of the language in favour 

of tne syntagmtic. Some of the di~ficulties that remain in 

his analysis of the de forms steni from this chcice. 

Substitutes 

In the final section of his book, Dubois proposes to 

examine the correspondences between the systems he has esta- 

blished without reference to the meaning of the forms involved 

on the one hand, and their semantic utilization in the language 

on the other. 

This section is devoted to the study of the system of 

substitutes, in particular to pronoun and pronominal adjective 

substitutes. Substitutes are forms which repeat a part of 

the previous utterance while becoming an integral part of the 



fol lowing u t t e rance .  They a r e  s a i d  t o  reduce the c o s t  o f  

t h e  sessage by r ep lac ing  syn tagm,  althou,h how much ecor,c,ny 

I s  cbtained by some of tne forms s a l d  t? have a n t i c i p a t o r y  

reference  o r  r e fe rence  forward t o  a coming syntagm i s  not 

always c l e a r .  The systeui of re ference  may apply e x t r a - l i n -  

s i s t i c a l l y ,  t o  an element l n  the s i t u a t i o n ,  the  speaker and 

SO on, 

An example of re ference  backwards t o  a  preceding syn- 

tagm is :  Une l e t t r e  de P i e r r e  e s t  a r r i v g e  ce matin: Je  n l a i  

f a i t  cue LA ~ a r c o u r i r .  LA s u b s t i t u t e s  f o r  une l e t t r e  de 

P i e r r e  and i s  i t s e l f  a syntagm of the  sentence. In  U x  

l e t t r e  de G e o r ~ e s  e s t  a r r i v d e ;  S A  santg e s t  bonne, @ subs- 

t i t u t e s  f o r  only a p a r t  of t h e  noun syntagm and i s  i t s e l f  a  

member of a noun syntagm. In LA pendule de l a  Rare the  f i r s t  

a r t i c l e  i s  s a i d  t o  a n t i c i p a t e  de l a  Rare and i n  Q U I  e s t  

venu?, i s  s a i d  t o  a n t i c i p a t e  the  animate noun Georges. 

S u b s t i t u t e s  show c e r t a i n  s t r u c t u r a l  ana logies  with t h e  

syntagms they  rep lace ,  i n  the case of noun syntagms t h e  most 

important being t h e  marks of number and gender. There a r e  

a l s o  s t r u c t u r a l  s i m i l a r i t i e s  between c lassesof  s u b s t i t u t e s  i n  

the  same system, f o r  example between the objec t  pronouns s, 
l a ,  and t h e  a r t i c l e  with t h e  same form, We saw t h a t  the  - 
f i r s t  of t h e s e  funct ioned a s  a syntagm of the  sentence and 

the  second as a member of a noun syntagm, When Dubois says 

t h e r e f o r e  of these  two c l a s s e s  t h a t  ' t h e  i d e n t i t y  of the  



function they perform is assured and confirmed by the I d e n ' l t y  
18 

of structure and form' we must understand that the identity 

of function he is referring to Is their substitutive function, 

and see the anrarent contradiction as part of his constant 

attempt to relate the smaller systems of the language into 

larger wholes. 

The functioning of the system of substitutes cannot be 

described entirely morphologically, of course, since the subs- 

titutive role can only be checked by consulting the meaning. 

Meaning, here, then has a slightly larger role than before 

but none at all in determining the membership of the systems. 

The treatment of the so-called partitive articles falls 

entirely within this section since the partitive nuance for 

Dubois is simply a particular semantic application in the 

language of a set of forms whose basic unity and functions 

have been arrived at by distributional analysis. 

The basic function of the 'de' forms 

Dubois analyses de as a preposition with 'combinatory 

variants* a, des and dont. His treatment includes all 

occurrences of these forms, whether traditionally prepositions, 

articles or relative pronouns. Like all the other system8 he 

describes, this one has a basic function, that of linking 

Dubols, p. 99. 



t o g e t h e r  syntagms and expansions ,  both  v e r b a l  and nominal. 

Examples of ve rb  expansions would be: manAer de la  sd l ade  

o r  I1 ntemp@che de p a r t i r  and of' noun expansions:  l e  l l v r e  

de l ' e n f a n t  o r  un l i t  de f e r .  

Like the  i i r t i c l e l t h i r d  person o b j e c t  pronoun system 

t h e r e  a r e  a v a r i e t y  of f u n c t i o n s  i n  t h e  s y s t e m .  A s  members 

of t he  de te rminer  system, du and des  - a r e  members of noun syn- 

tagms. The s t a t u s  of de  - o l u s  noun i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t  is  no t  

a l t o g e t h e r  c l e a r 8  t h e r e  a r e  examples i n  which i t  i s  not  a 

member of t h e  noun syntagm and has only l i n k i n g  f u n c t i o n  and 

o t h e r s  i n  which it has both f u n c t i o n s ,  - Dont i s  never a member 

of a syntagm but  is  i t s e l f  one. Unlike t h e  o t h e r  &? forms i t  

h a s  a secondary s u b s t i t u t i v e  f u n c t i o n ,  s t and ing  f o r  a combi- 

n a t i o n  of - de fol lowed by a noun syntagm, An example i s :  

La p i e r r e  DONT 11 l e  f rappa  i n  which - DOhT i s  s a i d  t o  s t and  

f o r  d'une p i e r r e  I n  I1 l e  f rappa  d 'une p i e r r e .  

One of t h e  unresolved problems i s  t h e  e x t e n t  of t h e  

f u n c t i o n a l  p a r a l l e l i s m  between t h e  - de forms as  de te rminers  on 

t h e  one hand, and a r t i c l e  l e  and numeral un on t h e  o t h e r .  - - 
19 

A s  we s h a l l  s e e ,  t h e  b a s i c  f u n c t i o n  of t h e  a r t i c l e  i s  anaphora 

o r  r e f e r e n c e  e i t h e r  backwards o r  forwards  t o  elements i n  t h e  

speech cha in ,  r e f e r e n c e  o u t s i d e  t h e  speech cha in  t o  t h e  s i t u a -  

t i o n  of speaker  o r  h e a r e r  e t c . ,  o r  f i n a l l y ,  r e f e r e n c e  t o  a l l  

l9 "Amphoran w i l l  be used i n  Duboisl s ense  t o  mean t h e  
f o u r  t y p e s  of l i n g u i s t i c  and e x t r a - l i n g u i s t i c  r e f e r e n c e  here  
def ined .  



previous occurrences in the l a n ~ u a ~ e  of tne form introduced 

by t h e  article. The basic function of nuneral un - is t h c ~  

opposite - non-anaphora - that is, numeral un has the ability 
to form a noun syntagm while avoiding any of the kinds of 

anaphora indicated for &. Abois does not spell out the 
implications for the de forms of these opposing functions: - 
we must assume, however, that to the extent that the de - forms 
can be shown to be distributionally parallel to the article, 

they must be anaphoric, and elsewhere non-anaphoric. 

Given the variety of functions of the de forms and the 

nebulous status of de, Dubois' success in establishind the 

unity of the system will depend in the final analysis on his 

demonstration of the basic function of linking in all the forms. 

The 'de' forms as determiners. 

The distribution of the variants de -9 - du, & as deter- 

miners is defined by the possible following segments in this 

way r 

Form - 
de - 
du - 
de s - 

Exclusions 

le, les - - 
any article, numeral etc. 

un, 1 .  A*, Lq les - 

Possibilities 

la, l', numeral, tout, meme, - 
e t c-. 

singular adj. or substantive 

other numerals, pl. ad 3 .  
or subst. 

This alignment is a classic example of syntagmatic analysis 

since, in effect, it abolishes the paradigm du, de la, de l', 

des. It represents a great simplification of the traditional - 



a n a l y s i s  of t ~ l e s e  forms i n  which a  form such as  - des  m i g h t  

appear  i n  up  t o  f o u r  d i f f e r e n t  systems.  I n  o rde r  t o  s e e  

wnetner t h e  u n i f i c ~ i t i o n  of t ne  system f a c i l i t a t e s o r  o ~ s c u r ~ ~ :  

t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  f o r x s ,  we snould f i r ~ t  cons ide r  L ~ t m i s '  

a n a l y s i s  of  a r t i c l e  ie, numeral un - and t h e  d i s t r i t u t i o n a l  

s i m i l a r i t i e s  between them and t n e  de Iorms. 

A r t i c l e  - ' l e e  

I n  h i s  d e s i r e  t o  u n d e r l i n e  t h e  s i m i l a r i t i e s  between 

t h e  t h i r d  person u n s t r e s s e d  o b j e c t  pronouns and t h e  a r t i c l e  

l e ,  Dubois ha s ,  t y p i c a l l y ,  r a t h e r  o v e r s t a t e d  t h e  case  f o r  t h e  - 
s u b s t i t u t i v e  f u n c t i o n  of t h e  a r t i c l e .  The o b j e c t  pronouns have 

a c l e ~ r  s u b s t i t u t i v e  f u n c t i o n ,  and do c a r r y  t h e  marks of number 

and gender of t h e  syntagm they  r e w e s e n t .  Thus: J e  v o i s  

P i e r r e .  Je l e  v o i s .  Dubois d e s c r i b e s  f o u r  t ypes  of anaphora 

i n  t h e  a r t i c l e  and a t t e x p t s  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a s u b s t i t u t i v e  

f u n c t i o n  f o r  t h e  a r t i c l e  i n  each c a s e .  

The f irst  type  of anaphora -backwards t o  a preced ing  

noun syntagm - i s  s a i d  t o  be seen i n  P i e r r e  j o u a l t  avec  s e s  

f r b r e s  e t  soeurs ;  LE garcon t r a v e r s a  brusquement l a  r o u t e .  

LE i s  s a i d  t o  be s u b s t i t u t i v e  f o r  P i e r r e  and t o  c a r r y  t h e  - 
s i n g u l a r  mark from P i e r r e .  But it i s  no t  t h e  a r t i c l e  a lone  

t h a t  refers t o  P i e r r e ;  LE bureau could  n o t  do so.  Ne i ther  can 

garcon  a l o n e  r e f e r  t o  P i e r r e  s i n c e  un garcon would a u t o m a t i c a l l y  

r e f e r  t o  a n o t h e r  boy. The r e f e r e n c e  i s  made by  t h e  whole noun 

syntagm. Nor can t h e  s i n g u l a r  marking of - LE be accounted f o r  

by t h e  s i n g u l a r  P i e r r e .  LA f o u l e  may r e f e r  backwards t o  



Cinq c e n t s  P a r i s l e n s  wi thout  c a r r y i n g  i t s  n u ~ b e r  marki-c.  --- 

Tne second type o f  ananhora i s  what Dubois c a l l s  h n t i -  

c i p u t o r y ,  o r  reference forw:,r.ds %o a s y n t a + .  X i s  exar r i~ ,1~  

i s  LA nenljule d e  la ga re  e s t  a r r e t g e ,  I n  which - LA i s  s a i d  t o  

r e f e r  t o  de l a  ga re .  Not even Dubois wo2ld c la im a  r e d u n e ~ n c y  - 
of t n e  n a r k  he re ,  but  one i s  l e f t  w ~ n d e r i n g  how nuch of an 

economy i s  provided by t h i s  k ind  of anaphora ,  t h e  f 'unct ion of 

s u b s t i t u t e s  havind beeri dezc r ibed  as r educ ing  t h e  c o s t  of 

t h e  messade. 

The t h i r d  type  of a n a ~ h o r a  i s  found i n  LA penciule ne 

marche pas ,  i n  which - LA i s  s a i d  t o  r e f e r  t o  ' t h e  s i t u a t i o n ' .  

The p a r a l l e l i s m  here  i s  t o  t h e  t h i r d  person s u b j e c t  pronoun 

11 which can r e f e r  bo th  t o  a noun synta;zm conta ined  i n  t h e  - 
t e x t  and t o  a t h i r d  p a r t y  o r  t h i n g  no t  involved wi th  t h e  f i r s t  

and second person speakers .  

If one does  n o t  p r e s s  too  f a r  t he  q u e s t i o n  of reaun- 

dancy of markings on t h e  s u b s t i t u t e  o r  r e d u c t i o n  of t h e  c o s t  

of t h e  messade as neces sa ry  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of s u b s t i t u t e s ,  

t n e  t h r e e  k inds  of anaphora d e s c r i b e d  above do n o t  pose a 

problem. But t h e  f o u r t h  type i s  l e s s  amenable. I n  a n  a t t emp t  

t o  have anaphora a p p l y  as nuch as p o s s i b l e  t o  l i n g u i s t i c  

e v e n t s ,  Dubois d e f i n e s  t he  u se  of t h e  a r t i c l e  u s u a l l y  c a l l e d  

.gener icM as c o n t a i n i n g  r e f e r e n c e  t o  a l l  p rev ious  occur rences  
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of t h e  segment. An example would be: La ne ige  e s t  b l a n w ,  

'' Dubois* example ip. 149): La ne ige  tombe g ros  f l ocons  
i s  u n f o r t u n a t e l y  n o t  capab le  of interpretation i n  tne ' ~ ~ T P T T F -  
s ense ,  a l t hough  t h a t  i s  what it i s  c l e a r l y  meant t o  demonstra te .  



Lhis d e f i n i t i o n  has t h e  v i r t u e  of a ~ n l y i n g  t o  words ratner 

t o  ccncepts ,  c l a s s e s ,  u n i v e r s a l  i deas  e t c .  but the  s u b s t i t u -  

t i v e  va lue  of t h e  a r t i c l e  i s  no t  nuch b e t t e r  estab1is: :ed t m n  

i t  i s  i n  LE garcon; r a t h e r  t h e  whole noun syntagm i s  sub- 

s t i t u t i v e  i n  t h i s  f o u r t h  t y p e  of anaphora.  

Anaphora i n  t h e  'de '  forms 

Beyond i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  de forms belong i n  t h e  system 

of de t e rmine r s ,  t h a t  i s  t o  say  a r e  members of noun syntagms, 

and a l s o  s e rve  as l i n k  words f o r  expansions of noun and v e r b  

syntagms, Dubois does no t  a t t empt  t o  use  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  c r i t e r i a  

t o  d e f i n e  t h e i r  f u n c t i o n s  more c l o s e l y .  On t h e  c o n t r a r y  he 

sug&es t s  t h a t  it i s  on ly  semantic c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  t h a t  have 

caused t r a d i t i o n a l  a n a l y s e s  t o  s e t  up t h r e e  forms of des and 

two of - de.  It i s  s imple ,  however, t o  u s e  Dubois' own a n a l y s i s  

of anaphora i n  t h e  a r t i c l e  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  anaphoric  and non- 

anaphor ic  f u n c t i o n s  i n  expansions.  The Q forms may occur 

i n  expansions  i n  a l l  t h e  same c o n t e x t s  as de f ine  anaphora i n  

t h e  a r t i c l e .  An example of type  one would be: Le g6n6ra l  

D e  Gaulle p a r l a  h i e r .  The anaphora i n  LE p r 6 s i d e n t  must be 

p r e s e n t  i n  L e s  p a r o l e s  du p r6s iden t ; s imi l a r ly  a n t i c i p a t o r y  

r e f e r e n c e  such as LES e n f a n t s  B l a  p o r t e  must reappear  i n  

Le p l u s  Bg6 DES e n f a n t s  A l a  po r t e .  Perhaps one r ea son  f o r  

Dubois not d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e  oues t ion  of anaphora i n  t h e  - be 

forms i s  t h a t  t h e  a b o l i t i o n  of t h e  paradigm l e a v e s  him w i t h  

occur rences  l i k e  Les a i g u i l l e s  de  LA pendule ne marchent pas  

o r  La blancheur  de LA neige i n  which t h e  - LA'S a r e  anaphoric  



and tne  - d e ' s  a r e  l i n k  words b u t  a l s o  wltn exaxples  l i k e  - les -- 

p a r o l e s  DU p r6s idcn t  i n  which l i n k i n g  a n d  anapnora are combined 

i n  UU. - 

On t h e  o t h e r  hand t h e  & forms occur i n  c o n t e x t s  i n  

which a n a ~ h o r a  i s  impossiole  because t h e  a r t i c l e  i s  imposs ib le .  

Thus I1 s ' e s t  passk des  choses  &tranp>es but no t  I1 s ' e s t  pass6 

l e s  choses 4 t ranges  o r  I1 n'y a pas de l i v r e  s u r  l a  t a b l e  

but no t  11 n 'y  a pas  l e  l i v r e  s u r  l a  t a b l e .  I t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t o  

e s t a b l i s h  t hen ,  wi thout  r e f e r e n c e  t o  meaning, a n a p h o r i c  and non- 

anaphor ic  f u n c t i o n s  i n  t h e  system by d i s t r i b u t i o n  a l o n e .  The 

t r a d i t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  & forms and t h e  d e f i n i t e  

a r t i c l e  on t h e  one hand and wi th  t h e  i n d e f i n i t e  a r t i c l e  on t h e  

o t h e r  i s  n o t ,  as Dubois s u g g e s t s ,  a pure ly  semant ic  d i s t i n c t i o n .  

'De/dest i n  noun expansions .  

Having r e s t r i c t e d  himself  t o  a d i s c u s s i o n  of syn tagmat ic  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  Dubois w a s  on ly  a b l e  t o  o f f e r  t h e  n o t i o n  of 

'maximal cohes ion ' ,  b u t t r e s s e d  by t h e  evidence of  redundant  

markings, t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e  f u n c t i o n s  of - de and des i n  expan- 

s fons .  The expansion d e s  v o i t u r e s  i n  La c i r c u l a t i o n  d e s  

v o i t u r e s  was s a i d  t o  be subord ina te  t o  t h e  base syn ta -  & 

c i r c u l a t i o n  and as such d i d  no t  a f f e c t  t h e  number marking of 

t h e  fo l l owing  verb .  Phrases  l i k e  une fou l e  d e ,  u n  grand  nom- 

b re  de ,  peu de were s a i d  t o  be c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by t h e  p re sence  

of - de which provided maximal cohesion.  The s u b s t a n t i v e  



following was said to be the base ~ n d  to bffect the v e r b  wlf,k 

its number r r i ~ r k i n g ,  as for exaap le  in Une foule de g & n d r ~ l ~ x  

lVattende&. 

D e n  if the notion of maximal cohesion were clearer 

tnan it is, contrary exannles remain to be explained. 

prand nombre des candidats ... ont 6t6 refus6s has the same 
type of base and number markings as Une foule de x6n6raux 

but the 'cohesion1 is less tnan maximal. Clearly cohesion 

and redundancy of the mark cannot distinguish de and des in 

noun ex~ansions: what is needed is the notion of ana~horic 

or non-anaphoric reference. 

The link in^ function of the 'de' forms 

Identifying functional sub-groupings in the - de forms 

does not of course invalidate the system Dubois has set up. 

He claims only that the unity of the system depends on a 

basic shared function, in this case the linking function. 

What we should consider now is whether there are occurrences 

of these forms which do not seem to have this function. 

Except in the case of compound prepositions like grbs 

&, pe chez,, etc. two prepositions do not occur together in 

French. Yet the deforms may be preceded by a wide rande of 

prepositions, for example, sur du pain, avec du beurre etc. 

If anaphora were involved, the article & would occur, sur le 

pain, etc. The fact that a wide range of prepositions is in- - 
valved indicates that we are not dealing with lexical 



co-occurrence restrictions, which is the exnlanztion Dubol s  

would of'fer for the difference between nagger de la s a l a d ?  

and adorer la salade. Many;er would be described as a Vera 

capable of being excanded by means of a link word. But in 

the prepositional occurrences above one may ask how much of 

a linking function remains in a de which co-occurs freely with 

a number of prepositions, themselves link words. 

The restoration of the paradigm 

The abolition of the paradigm du, de la, - 9 -  de 1' des in 

favour of - DU, DE/la, D E / ~ ' ,  - DES does reveal the parallelism 

that Dubois is concerned to show, but in ~ractice it is hard to 

do without it. In fact right at the beginning of his second 
21 

volume - a quasi-transformational description of the verb - 
Dubois restores it in his description of the nominalization 

process. L'eau est transparente is transformed into La trans- 

parence de l'eau by the addition of the segment & before the 

noun syntagm. Similarly La blancheur du l i n ~ e  comes ,from 

the addition of the segment de to le linge. The internal 

structure of the de forms which, as a good distributionallst 

for whom each function is identifiably marked in the speech 

chain, Dubois would not pull out of the air, reappears the 

moment he begins to treat language processes rather than dls -  

tribution in the speech chain. 

21 
Jean Dubols, Grammaire structurale du franqais: le 

verbe, (Paris, 1967). 



Substitutive function of 'dont' 

At one point Dubois does depErt from his principle 

that the determination of systems be based strictly on seg- 

ments in the speech chain, plus, in the case of substitutes, 

certain reference to the extra-linguistic situation. In his 

analysis of the substitutive function of dont the correspon- 

dence is said to be to 'all occurrences in which the noun 

syntagm would be preceded by preposition e'. This is, of 
course, the traditional treatment but it does refer, not to 

I 
a real, but to an imaginary speech chain. The sentence ;LL 

gouf'fre d'un ma1 imap.inaiye need never heve occurred for the 

corresponding Le ma1 dont il souffre to occur. The basic 

sentence represents of course for a transformational analysis 

the underlying structure, but it is somewhat out of place in 

a distributional analysis in which the analysis of & as a 

contracted form of de and the definite article is discarded 

on the grounds that there is only semantic and not distribu- 

tional evidence for it. 

Summary 

Dubois' attempt to show the fundamental unity of the 

de forms is most successful in its opposition to semantic type - 
groupings which disguise the operation of the systems of the 

language, but although he claims to show the operation of the 

code of the language from an analysis of the elements in the 

speech chain alone, he leaves a number of questions unanswered 



auout the functionin& of the de forms and their interrela'lor~ - 

In the f'irst  lace, hls insistence on the parallelism 

of de, du, m, whatever their functions, nrevents hlm from 
showing the patterned relationships between & on the one hand 

and du, de la, des on the other. - 

Secondly Dubois' explanations by cohesion and distribu- 

tion of agreement markings cannot account for the distribution 

of de and des in noun expansions. However, if we accept his 

third type of anaphora (La pendule ne marche plus) as refer- 

ence to 'the situation' we can explicate the - des in Grevisse's 

example: I1 constata ... aue beaucoup des bouton& manquaient 
as having the same kind of anaphora and differenciate it from 

the non-anaphoric beaucoup de boutons, without departing from 

Dubois' principles. 

Finally, althougn linking as a basic function of the 

de forms is useful for analysing the speech chain into seg- - 
ments and avoids the pitfalls of semantic analysis, it is 

precisely in those occurrences usually described as partitive 

that the linking function is the least apparent. 



Maurice Gross 

Pie t hod 

Gross' discussion of certain phenomena connected w 

the ~artitlve articles is set in a transformational framework. 

He begins by defining as determiners the definite article 

(later seen to have two distinct functions, one 'referential' 

and one generic), demonstratives, possessive adjectives, car- 

dinal numerals and indefinites. Among the indefinites are 

du, de la, de 1' and des. De is not a member of the basic - 
system. He considers plural indefinite des and the singular 

partitives to be identical because their internal ~tructure 

is identical. They are described as being a compound of pre- 

position & and the generic definite article and the Justifi- 

cation for this analysis is to be found in the generality of 

application of the rules which generate noun phrases containing 

these particular indefinites, as well as noun phrases with zero 

article like Jean wrle de sable. 

He first considers noun phrases serving as direct and 

indirect obJect complements and showsthat all the determiners 

can occur after preposition 8. Jean Dense B une voisine. 

ge8 gateaux. de l'eau. After preposition de, however, the 
, 

22 
Maurice Gross, "Sur une rhgle de 'ca~ophonie',~ 

Langages, 7 (Sbptembre, 1967). 



parallel is^ disappears .  Jean p a r l e  de l a  femme, de p lus ieu r s  

feames, but Jean p a r l e  de sable .  In  order  t o  w r i t e  a  r u l e  --- 
which expends the formula ' houn phrase'  i n t o  ' Determiner p lus  

Noun' one must choose e i t h e r  t o  t r e a t  noun phrases a f t e r  pre- 

p o s i t i o n  de as  except ional  i n  s t r u c t u r e  and w r i t e  a  r u l e  jus t  - 
f o r  them, o r  wr i t e  a s ing le  r u l e  f o r  a l l  t h e  determiners and 

c o r r e c t  t h e  noun phrases containing t h e  p a r t i t i v e  determiner 

preceded by p repos i t ion  - de. That i s  t o  say the  r u l e  which 

c o r r e c t l y  generates  Jean pense Q de l a  soupe w i l l  a l s o  gene- 
23 

r a t e  *Jean p a r l e  de de la  soupe. A s  t h e  a i m  i s  always t o  

wr i t e  r u l e s  of the  g r e a t e s t  poss ib le  g e n e r a l i t y ,  the  second 

i s  t h e  approach chosen. The f i r s t  t ransformat ional  r u l e  

suggested t o  c o r r e c t  *Jean p a r l e  de de l a  soupe i s  simply a 

restatement  of t h e  observat ion  made i n  t h e  Port-Royal Grammar 

t h a t  de and de o r  de and des do not  occur together .  In  - - - - 
T-rule form t h i s  would be s t a t e d  as - D e + g + g e n e r i c  a r t i c l e - ,  

de. The explanat ion  of the  Port-Royal grammarians was t h a t  - 
t h e  juxtapos i t ion  was unpleasant t o  t h e  ear; hence t h e  t i t l e  

of t h e  a r t i c l e  "Sur une rbg le  de ' c a c ~ p h o n i e ' ~ .  Gross does 

not share  t h e i r  view of t h e  cause of the  phenomenon but t h i s  

kind of 'uause' i s  i r r e l e v a n t  i n  any case.  

*3 The a s t e r i s k  i s  used t o  mark an  ungrammatical form. 



The r u l c  i n  t h i ~  f o r z  i s  snown t o  a c p l y  no t  only  t o  

i n d i r e c t  ob jr)ct comnlerner t s  int roduced by de - b u t  t o  a l l  f u n c -  

t i o n s  In wnich a noun phrase i s  nreceded o y  - de. Thus au l i e u  

de s a b l e ,  un morceav de suc re ,  au moyen dlarmes,  erl f o n c t i o n  

de maire.  If tne  same r u l e  i s  a p p l i e d  it i s  ~ o s s i b l e  t o  w r i t e  

a s i n d l e  r u l e  f o r  a pas s ive  t r ans fo rma t ion  of ve rbs  whose com- 

plement of agent  i s  in t roduced  by de. Thus t h e  r u l e  which 

t ransforms Tout l e  monde aime h a r i e  i n t o  Narie e s t  aimBe de 

t o u t  l e  monde w i l l  g ene ra t e  from Des personnes que nous con- 

na i ssons  b ien  aiment blarie t h e  i n c o r r e c t  *Marie e s t  aimee de 

des  personnes que nous connaissons  b i en ,  which i s  c o r r e c t e d  

by t h e  T-rule.  S i m i l a r l y  c e r t a i n  nomina l iza t ions  of t h e  kind 

which d e r i v e  Ton a c h a t  de pa in  from Tu achg te s  du ~ a i n  o r  

l t a r r i v & e  de Jean from Jean  a r r i v e  by means of p r e p o s i t i o n  

de r e q u i r e  t h e  same c o r r e c t i ~ n  f o r  p a r t i t i v e  noun phrases .  

Modif icat ion of t h e  r u l e  

It  would be p o s s i b l e  t o  apply  t h e  o r i g i n a l  r u l e  t o  t h e  

r e s u l t  of a nega t ive  t r ans fo rma t ion  * J e a n  n t a  pas de du v i n  

and end up wi th  a c o r r e c t  form but t h i s  would e n t a i l  w r i t i n g  

ano the r  T-rule t o  c o r r e c t  * Jean n8aime pas de  sa maison i f  a 

s i n g l e  r u l e  f o r  n e g a t i v l z a t i o n  i s  used.  Since t h i s  on ly  

c r e a t e s  t h e  need f o r  a new and unmotivated T-rule ,  Gross 

p r e f e r s  t o  app ly  a r u l e  Generic a r t i c l e *  8' where what i s  

d e s i r e d  is  a t r u e  nega t ion  of a noun w i t h  p a r t i t i v e  determiner .  



Thus Jean n'a Das de Itargent will become Jean n'a pas - 
24 

dtar,ent. It begins to aDpear here how imnortar?t is the 

dist?fiction betv;een the 'referential' and the jeneric functions 

of the article. Gross defines the 'referential' article as 

having the function of attaching nouns to t h e  context of the 

sentence. A rule which ap~lied generally t o  the definite 

article in t,he context of a negative verb would produce 

* ~ e a n  n'est pas rentrk de cinema from Jeari n'est pas rentre 

du cin6ma. The rule deletin~ the generic article is shown to 

apply to a more general class of predeterainers than Just the 

negative. It ap~lies to beaucoup, peu etc. which Gross des- 

cribes as positive vredeterniners, to autant, - tant etc. which 

he calls coaparative predeterminers, as well as to all the 

negatives. 

If this rule is valid, the question arises whether the 

original - De+ - de+ generic article --+ - de should not be broken 

down into two rules, each of which might have wider appli- 

cation. Faced with two - de9s, one of which must be deleted, 

it is necessary to determine whether it is the first or second 

that undergoes deletion. It is in attempting to make this 

point precise, as indeed he must, since -the rule must specify 

24 
Gross omits from his discussion both the affective 

negative (Je n'ai pas DE L'argent pour le gaspill=, Grevisse, 
332) and the contrastive negative ( J ~ G ,  
j'ai du vin, Gross, p. 110). The latter case includes the 
b e s  with &re in the negative which are sometimes called 
'identificationale. &re the contrast may only be implied, 
not stated (ce neest pas DU vin, ni ~'eau, ~revisse, 332, 
Hem. 2). In these cases ~ross'-rule would not apply and the 
full partitive would remain after the negative. 



exac t ly  the context of  tke d e l e t i o n ,  t h a t  Gros s  l i n k s  wcat r,e 

eventua l ly  identifies as p a r t i t i v e  d e l e t i o n  t o  a range of 

- r t i c l e  una prepos i t ion  d e l e t i o n s  occurririt  I n  d i f f e r e ~ t  &ran-  

maticai  processes.  Analyses such a s  those of Grevlsse o r  

Guillaume i n  whicn the method not only does not demand but does 

not even permit t h i s  degree of s ~ e c i f i c i t y  do not throw l i g h t  

on phenomena which a r e  unre la ted  t o  the  cases  i n  point .  

Diverse a p p l i c a t i o n s  of t h e  separa te  d e l e t i o n s .  

'khe case f o r  breaking down the  o r i g i n a l  T-rule i s  f i r s t  

shown b y  an example i n  which p repos i t iona l  de followed by the  

cener ic  a r t i c l e  appears  t o  be de le ted .  I f t h i s  can be shown 

t o  be v a l i d ,  than  a  r u l e  which d e l e t e s  the  whole p a r t i t i v e ,  

composed a s  it i s  of p repos i t ion  5 plus the  generic  a r t i c l e ,  

i s  c l e a r l y  undes i rable .  Gross suggests  t h a t  the  r u l e  d e l e t i n g  

p repos i t ion  d e  before the  generic  a r t i c l e  might be used t o  

de r ive  noun phrases  w i t h  the  generic  a r t i c l e  from noun phrases 

with the  p a r t i t i v e  a r t i c l e .  The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of the  p a r t i t i v e  

depends on t h e  na tu re  of t h e  verb; but i f  c e r t a i n  tense  res- 

t r i c t i o n s  a r e  placed on those verbs which can be accompanied 

by t h e  p a r t i t i v e ,  only t h e  generic  a r t i c l e  can occur,  and v ice  

versa.  Thus Je veux du pain but not J e  veux l e  pain.  In  

the  second example t h e  r e f e r e n t i a l  a r t i c l e  i s  poss ib le  but not  

the  generic.  Equally J'aime l e  pa in  i s  poss ib le  but  not  

* ~ * a i m e  du pain.  However w i t h  a r e s t r i c t i o n  t o  t h e  condi t ional  

t h e  p a r t i t i v e  may occur. J 'aimer&Is du pain. O r  aga in ,  De - 
l ' a r ~ e n t  i n t C r e a s e r a i t  P i e r r e  but not  *p lt argent  in tb resse  

P ie r re .  Gross suggests  t h a t  t h e  p a r t i t i v e  be generated f o r  



a l l  tnese  cases  and &---sq be used t o  produce the  generic 

a r t i c l e  where t h e  p a r t i t i v e  cannot occur. 

A f u r t k e r  a p p l i c a t i o n  of the  r u l e  &-+ @ i s  found i n  

tne  s u b s t i t u t i v e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of en. Normally e n  s u b s t i t u t e s  

f o r  & plus  a  noun ( J ' a i  ~ a r l d  de ce lk .  JJ ' en  - a i  n a r l k ) .  How~ver 

i n  che case of 3 ' a i  vu un f i lm the s u b s t i t u t i o n  i s  J ' en  a i  vu 

un: en could only be s a i d  t o  s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  de p lus  noun i n  - - 
t h i s  example i f  J 'ai vu un f i lm i s  derived from G'ai vu un dq 

f i lm a cons t ruc t ion  which, according t o  Gross, occurs w i t h  
-9 

emphatic i n t o n a t i o n  and a  pause a f t e r  N. 
The s t r u c t u r a l  i d e n t i t y  of two sentences l i k e  11 l u i  

a r r i v e  souvent de f a i r e  c e c i  and f a i r e  c e c i  l u i  a r r i v s  

~ o u v e n t  has been cod i f i ed  by t ransformational  r u l e s  f o r  English 

which apply as we l l  t o  French. But t h e  second example i s  l e s s  

common i n  French than  t h e  t runcated Fai re  c e c i  l u i  a r r i v e  

souvent. Here aga in  Gross would apply the  r u l e  DEtjg t o  

ob ta in  t h e  s h o r t e r  op t iona l  form. 

These l a s t two  cases ,  while they support  t h e  case f o r  a 

r u l e  &--+ $ i n  c e r t a i n  contexts ,  do not  help t o  decide which 

of the  &'s I n  t h e  Port-Royal r u l e  is de le ted .  Gross now 

t u r n s  t o  a case i n  which a prepos i t ion  following - de appears 

t o  be de le ted .  This  example hinges upon t h e  s u b s t i t u t i o n  

p o s s l b l l l t i e s  of &. In  Jban va Par is .  pQ va-t-117, p& 

s u b s t i t u t e s  f o r  A P a r i s .  In  Jean r e v i e n t  de Pa r i s . .  _. ploh 

r e v i e n t - i l ? ,  & s u b s t i t u t e s  f 9 r  P a r i s  - alone. A r u l e  f o r  
25 

d e l e t i o n  of &fo l lowing  i n  c e r t a i n  contexts  would der ive  

25 
Gross should perhaps have pointed out  t h a t  i n  these same - - 



Jean revient de Paris from Jean revient d'h Paris. Again the 

latter does occur in certain dialects. This rule would be 

restricted to verbs like revenir, arriver etc. and, insofar as 

it applied to de, would serve to distl~guish in their under- 

lying structure the superficially similar Jean -- revient de 

Paris and Jean r€!ve de Paris since the former would be derived 
__I 

from d'Q Paris. It is necessary to distinguish the two types 

of complement because they have different substitutes in the 

interrogative transformation. The deletion of preposition - .h 

in certain contexts after preposition - de is an additional 

reason for supposing that in the original T-rule,De+ @+gene- 

ric article-&,it is the second & that is deleted. 

Gross makes two rather tentative suggestions about the 

application of his deletions in the creation of possessive 

nominals. In the first case he uses &-,,+g to produce 

La pyrite de ltEspagne, in which 12 is the generic article, 

from the wrtitive article in LtEspagne a de la pyrite. 

Secondly, in a curious example, La pyrite de 1'Espama 

undergoes deletion to become La pyrite dtEspagne by the rule 

Generic articled $, curious because the use d ths Cflnite.cthh 

with names of countries is not usually treated as an occurrence 

of the generic article. Apparently Gross? definition of the 
a 

referential article as serving to attach substantives to the 

context of the sentence does not cover names of countries. 

Finally Gross applies the rule Generic artiole-$ 



t o  occtlrrences of des before n l u r a l  nouns w i t h  prepased - 
a d j e c t i v e s .  T h i s  w i l l  c o r r e c t  I1 a  vu des h o r r i b l e s  c r l n e s  

t o  I1 a d 9 h o r r l b l e s  crin.es. Where the  correc ted  noun 

phrase occurs a f t e r  p repos i t ion  - de the  second ru le  I&-$? 

* i n  the context  fol lowing & w i l l  c o r r e c t  I1 e s t  accus6 de 

d 'hor r ib les  crimes t o  11 e s t  accusd d ' h o r r i b l e s  crimes. Gross 

poin ts  out t h a t  t h i s  example, which i s  taken from the Port-  

Royal grammar, i s  enough by i t s e l f  t o  warrant breaking down 

n i s  o r i g i n a l  T-rule I>e+ d e  $ gener ic  a r t i c l e - 4 2  i n t o  two 

p a r t s ,  s i n c e  t h e  d e a l o n  of t h e  gener ic  a r t i c l e  i n  p l u r a l  

noun phrases with preposed a d j e c t i v e s  i s  independent of the 

presence of a preceding preposi t ion&. 

Grosst two d e l e t i o n  r u l e s  account f o r  the  following 

phenomena which have a l l  been r e l a t e d  a t  one time o r  another  

t o  t h e  occurrence of t h e  p a r t i t i v e :  comparatives t a n t  -9 . a u t a n t  

e t c . ;  adverbs and expressions of q u a n t i t y  c, beaucoup, uen 

b o u t e i l l e  e t c . ;  negat ives  ne....pas e tc . ;  2 as complement of 

agent with passive verbs;  de - a f t e r  such verbs as p a r l e r j  @ 

before prenominal a d j e c t i v e s  i n  p l u r a l  noun phrases.  H i s  r u l e s  

a r e  given f u r t h e r  c red ib ; l i ty  by t h e i r  a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  phenomena 

not  genera l ly  connected w i t h  t h e  p a r t i t i v e ,  such as t h e  d i s t r i -  

but ion of t h e  gener ic  a r t i c l e  o r  the  form of c e r t a i n  nominaliza- 

t Ions. 

It i s  poss ib le  t o  c r i t i c i z e  some of t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  



he s u g & e s t s ,  f o r  e x a n p l e  t n e  c l a i m  t h a t  I1 r e v l e n t  c e  laz-1:. - - .- - - - - - - - 
has  a n  u n d e r l y i n d  s t r u c t u r e  w i t h  p r e n o s i t i o n  8. Since  

r e v i e n t  d ' B  P a r i s  does  o c c l r  n a t i v e  s n e a k e r s  nay n o t  f e e l  t n i s  -- -------- 

h y p o t h e s i s  c o u n t e r i n t u i t i v e .  8 u t  t h e  s a n e  s u b s t i t u t i o n  

p o s s l b i l i t i e s  f o r  oh e x i s t  w i t h  ve r s  and par a s  w e l l  as w i t h  - 
de and it was on t h i s  p o i n t  t h a t  t h e  h y p o t h e s i s  was based.  - 
Under ly ing s t r u c t u r e s  such a s A I 1  p a s s e  n a r  B P a r i s  o r  * I1  

9 - 
r e v i e n t  v e r s  h - l a  -- .- maison - . . . a r e  u n l i k e l y  t o   see^ a c c e p t a b l e  t o  

t h e  n a t i v e .  However, such  o b j e c t i o n s ,  l i k e  Grozs' suggestions, 

can o n l y  be  t e n t a t i v e  u n t i l  more r u l e s  have been worked o u t .  

The i n t e r e s t  o f  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  l i e s  i n  t h e  wide a r r a y  

of m a t e r i a l  which c a n  be brought  i n  t o  m o t i v a t e  t h e  a n a l y s i s  

of t h e  p a r t i t i v e  as b e i n g  a compound of  p r e p o s i t i o n  de and t h e  - 
g e n e r i c  a r t i c l e .  The d i s t i n c t i o n  made between t h e  ' r e f e r e n t i a l '  

and t h e  g e n e r i c  f u n c t i o n s  of t h e  a r t i c l e  succeeds  i n  a c c o u n t i n g  

unambiguously f o r  phenomena t h a t  o n l y  Guillaume among t h e  

grammarians d i s c u s s e d  was a b l e  t o  a c c o u n t  f o r .  T h a t  i s  t o  say, 

i n  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  I1 c o n s t a t a  que beaucoup d e s  boutons  manquaient 

and 51 c o n s t a t a  aue  beaucoup de  boutons  manauaient,  Gross1 - - 

a n a l y s i s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  second d e r i v e s  from * beaucoup de  

d e s  boutons  and  t h e r e g o r e  c o n t a i n s  t h e  g e n e r i c  n o t  th; ' r e f e -  
A + 

r e n t i a l '  a r t i c l e .  The f i r s t  n ~ c e s s a r i l y  c o n t a i n s  t h e  ' r e f e r e n -  
a 

t i a l e  a r t i c l e ,  t h u s  d i s t i n 6 u i s h i n g  t h e  two s e n t e n e e s  by t h e i r  

d e r i v a t i o n s .  
iy 

Even i f  some of  t h e  su,gest i o n s  m&ae by Gross canno t  be 



mainta ined,  t h e  accumulat ion of  examples s u s g e s t s  t h a t  h i s  

d e l e t i o n s  r e p r e s e n t  phenomena of  some imr~or tance  i n  t h e  for- 

mative processes  o f  t h e  language. 



Summary: the problem of t h e  wrtitive 

It is ciear f'rom the analyses tre:,ted thst the 'problemg 

of the partitive centres on t h e  simple f'orm &. khat exactly 

is the relhtionship of & t o  the other - de forms? hust du, 

de la, de l', des be analysed as 'containing' the same form 

de as can occur alone, and if so should the simole form and - 
the 'containedg form have the s8me description? What should 

this description be: article, preposition, link word, or a 

hybrid like Grevisse's or Guillaumets g's? If it is not 

described simply as preposition de, Is the simple de form re- 

lated in some special way to preposition *? To what extent 

and on what winciples should occurrences of & plus noun be 

related to the occurrence of the partitive? Finally, how 

should occurrences of simple e, once identified, be listed? 
Simply as a series of unconnected contexts like Grevisse, by 

semantic groupings, like Guillaume, by possible occurrences 

in the following segment like Dubois, or, like Gross, as re- 

sulting from language processes? 
i 

Before taking up the answers offered to these questions 

we should briefly consider a final choice 'None of the above'. 

Will the 'problemt of the#partitive disappear If the du/e 

alternation is treated simply as the op~osition between a de- 

termined and an undetermined noun. This is the position taken 



in a number of modern grammars, among them R.L. Wagner and 
'1 L 
L L' 

J. Pinchon's Grammaire clu franqais classiclue et moderne. 
4 

An examination of the occurrences of undetermined nouns they 

describe suggests that cuantifiers and nominalizations of the 

kind that appear in Guillaume and Gross (d4sir de gloire, - - - 
achat de pain) could be attached to the group in which a pre- - -  - Ir 

position plus substantive serves to give 'a very general 

characterization equivalent to that provided by a qualifying 
27 

pdjectivet. Negation is covered in a group in which the noun 

is said to appear without a specific determiner whenever it is 

desired to 'evoke the person, think or idea it symbolizes in 
28 

its widest extensiont. There is a certain awkwardness in Apply- 

ing this kind of Guillaumien vocabulary to a description of 

discourse, as Wagner and Pinchon do. One wonders, for example, 

in what sense there is a 'wider extension' than that indicated 

by the generic article. However, assuming there is a definable 

difference between the definitions of undetermined nouns and 

nouns introduced by the generic article -definable, that is, 

in terms of the nuances attributed to determined as against 

undetermined nouns - there are a number of cases of de plus noun - 
which do not fit the categories of undetermined nouns. 

26 (Paris, 1962) 

27 Wagner and Pinchon, p.  102.2s une caractkrisation trbs 
gkndrale dquivalent B celle dtun adjectif 6pith&te...u 

28 
p.  102.3; "... chaaue fois outon veut Cvoauer la personne, 

la chose, la notion qut il [le substantif] symbolise dans sa 
plus grande exten~ion.~ 



dhy make a d i f f e r e n c e  i n  terms of noun ex t ens ion  b e t -  

ween il veut  du pa in  and il v i t  de pa in?  O r  between a v o i r  - --- + ----- - -A 

~ e s o i n  de l u n e t t e s  and v o u l o i r  de s  l u n e t t e s ?  Wny snould a  
> . 

p l u r a l  determined noun ( d e s  m a i ~ o n s )  -- --- b e c o ~ e  undetermined wnen i t  

occurs  w i th  a prenominal a d j e c t i v e  i n  formal ,  w r i t t e n - F r e n c h  

(de  v i e i l l e s  ma i sons )?  Why should ' de t e rx ined '  ~ e o p l e  love  

P,ary (Des personnes cue nous connaissons  bien ~ a i ~ e n t  .. Marie)  
I__, 

and Mary be loved by t h e  same people ,  t h i s  time 'undetermined' 

(Marie e s t  aim6e de personnes nue nous connaissons  b i e n ) ?  

Why p i s  o r  Des f l e u r s  couvrent  la  t e r r e  bu t  La t e r r e  e s t  cou- 
C 

v e r t e  de f l e u r s ?  C l e a r l y  t h e r e  a r e  some case s  t o  which t h e  

determined/undetermined c o n t r a s t  i s  no t  e a s i l y  a p p l i c a b l e .  

It might be obJec t ed  t h a t  t h i s  e x ~ l a r ~ a t i o n  covers  t he  

main c a s e s  and t h a t  i t  should  be accep ted  as t h e  n e a t e s t  s i n c e  

it  is simple and ea sy  t o  app ly  and s i n c e  few l i n g u i s t i c  ca tego-  

r i e s  a r e  wi thout  marginal  ca se s .  Le t  u s  l e ave  t h i s  ques t i on  

pending f o r  t h e  moment u n t i l  we have cons idered  t h e  adequacy 

of t h e  answers provided f o r  t h e  o t h e r  a u e s t i o n s  by t h e  f o u r  

a n a l y s e s  examined. 

Grevisse  

Grevisse  d e s c r i b e s  t h e  p a r t i t i v e  as a compound of @ 

and t h e  g e n e r i c  a r t i c l e  z. The & component i s  * e s s e n t i a l l y f  

p r e p o s i t i o n  & b u t  n o t  w i t h  i t s  u s u a l  f u n c t i o n  of marking r e -  

l a t i o n s h i p s .  We s a w  how Grev isse ' s  t r ea tmen t  of t h e  'meaning* 

of p r e p o s i t i o n &  - i n d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e  from t h e  'meaning' of 



p s r t i t i v e  d e  -made t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  p o i n t l e s s  from t n e  seman- 

t i c  ~ o i n t  of view. I n  f a c t  t n e r e  i s  n+= i t r i e r  s e a a n t i c  nor 

s t r u c t u r a l  elTplder,ce i n  nis a m l y s i s  th : , t  t h e y  a r e  d i f f e r e n t .  

I n  h i s  t r e a t , n e n t  of  omission of t h e  a r t i c l e  (336,  337) 

t h e  on ly  occur rences  of' $3 ~ l u s  noun nientioneci a r e  'de termina-  

t i v e  com~lemen t s '  l i k e  une t a b l e  de marbre i n  wnich t h e  c o m ~ l e -  - -- + 

29  
ment i s  s a i d  t o  ' c h a r a c t e r i z e  l i k e  an  a d , j e c t i v e q .  In  a l l  

o t h e r  occur rences  of d& ~ l u s  noun which d~ no t  f i t  t h i s  d e s c r i p -  

t i o n ,  t h e  de must be regarded a s  a n  a r t i c l e .  Th i s  hybr id  r o l e  - 
e x p l a i n s  Grev i s se ' s  d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  de e1e:nent i n  t h e  p a r t i -  - 
t i v e  as ' e s s e n t i a l l y *  - bu t  no t  q u i t e  - p r e p o s i t i o n  @. The 

r e s u l t  of t h i s  a n a l y s i s  i s  t h a t  forms wnich appear  t o  be similar 

and which have t h e  same p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  a l t e r n a t i o n  c o n t a i n  

d i f f e r e n t l y  ana lysed  E1s. Thus une b o u t e i l l e  de v i n  (which 

can a l t e r n a t e  w i t h  une b o u t e i l l e  d u d n  c;ue vous m'avez envoyde) 

c o n t a i n s  p r e p o s i t i o n  d_e and beaucoup de  v i n  (beaucoup du v i n  

c~ue -...) t h e  a r t i c l e  de. Far  from c l a r i f y i n g  usage ,  Grev isse ' s  - 
d i s t i n c t i o n  between S 1 s  on ly  confuses  h i s  a n a l y e i s .  

None of t h e  occu r r ences  of nouns preceded d i r e c t l y  by 

p r e p o s i t i o n  de which Guillaume and Gross f e e l  need a n  explana- 

t i a n  e i t h e r  i n  t e rms  of a d i s a n p e a r i n g  p a r t i t i v e  o r  of ze ro  

a r t i c l e  a r e  even d e a l t  w i th  by Grev isse ,  under omission of t h e  

29 
336, 1: "... on omet l l a r t i c l e  devant  l e s  compl6nents 

d 6 t e r m i n a t i f s  quand i l s  s e r v e n t  B c a r a c t d r i s e r ,  cornme f e r a i e n t  
d e s  a d j e ~ t i f s . . . ~  



a r t i c l e  o r  e l sewnere .  Lxnress ions  l i k e  p a r l e r  de h o u i l l e s ,  

encon~brk de  cu r i eux ,  r - leurer  de rage_  e t c .  ( 2 0 1 ,  Rern. 1; 2 0 5 ,  - --- 

hex. 4; 2 0 2 )  a r e  c i t e d  t o  i l l u s t r a t e  v a r l c u s  p o i n t s  of gramrcar 

bu t  t h e i r  l a ck  of ae t e rmine r  i s  no t  cc:nmented upon, and they 

would be d i f f i c u l t  t o  a s s i m i l a t e  t o  t h e  group of c o m n l e c ~ n t s  

wnich ' c h a r a c t e r i z e  l i k e  a n  ad J e c t  i v e l .  

No more does t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  which i r e v i s s e  makes b e t -  

ween p a r t i c u l a r i z i n g  le, wnicn can combine w l t n  p r e p o s i t i o n  

de t o  d ive  a n  amalgaxated d e f i n i t e  a r t i c l e ,  and gene r i c  & - 
which i s  t h e  second for, ;at ive element of  t h e  p a r t i t i v e  se rve  

t o  i l l u m i n a t e  h i s  a n a l y s i s .  We s a w  ip .7  above)  t h a t  this 

d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  incompat ib le  w i t h  h i s  own d e f i n i t i o n  of t h e  

p a r t i t i v e .  A l l  t h e  s t a t e ,  e n t s  he makes, t n e n ,  about  t h e  forms 

t h a t  combine t o  make up t h e  p a r t i t i v e  a r t i c l e  a r e  u n r o t i v a t e d  

and unnecessary  i n  terms of h i s  own a n a l y s i s .  

The t h r e e  main ca se s  i n  wnich he shows a r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between - de and t h e  o r h e r  de forms a r e  wi th  adverbs  o f  q u a n t i t y ,  

w i t h  prenominal a d j e c t i v e s  and wi th  a nega t ive  verb .  He t r e a t s  

adverbs  of q u a n t i t y  as excep t ions  under a n a i n  neadind,  t h e  

u se  of t h e  p a r t i t i v e  w i t h  b i e n ,  and t h u s  imp l i e s  a non-ex is ten t  
,- 

p a r a l l e l i s m  between b i en  du and beaucoup de .  A s  can be seen 

i n  s en t ences  like I1 a b i e n  gag& de l t a r g e n t  bu t  n o t  * 11 a  - * -- 
beaucoup gag& de l v a r c e n t ,  b ien  i s  a n  I n t e n s i f i e r  whose f o r c e  

C 

i s  s t i l l  d i r e c t e d  towards t h e  ve rb  and no t  t h e  fo l l owing  noun 

i n  s p i t e  of a chanee i n  o r d e r  t o  1 a gagn6 b i e n  de l ' a r p e n t .  

The t r u e  p a r a l l e l i s m  i s  n o t  between p i en  d~ and Peaucoup dg  

bu t  between-de l ' a r g e n t  and peaucoup d ' a rgen  . Of course  > i e ~  



and beaucoup are b o t h  a d v e r o s  and ~ o t n  a r e  i n a i c a t o r s  of q u a n t i t y ;  
C -- __ 

S r e v i s s e  i s  a g a i n  a p r i s o n e r  o f  p a r t s  of  speech and meaning. 

i r e v i s s e ' s  second at:c t h i r d  c a s e s  kave t h e  szne  d e f e c t .  

I t  would seem a s  i1r::ortant f'rorn t h e  p o i n t  of view 9f s t r u c t u r e  

t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  i n  formal  w r i t t e n  t r e n c h  t h e  n l u r a l  of - une - 

v i e i i l e  maisor? i s  de v i e i l l e s  maiso:s a s  t h a t  d e s  maisons beromes - -- * - --- -- + 

de--maisons - when a prenominal  a d j e c t i v e  i s  n r e s e n t .  Yet 
P 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of & under  t h e  n a r t i t i v e  ;Deans t h a t  no d i r e c t  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between - un and - de can be shown, s i n c e  - un i s  n o t  

a p a r t i t i v e .  S i m i l a r l y  w i t h  h i s  t r e a t m e n t  of n e g a t i o n .  fie 

a n a l y s e s  t o g e t h e r  forms l i k e  Prenez  d e s  c o n f i t u r e s  whicn f o r  

many s p e a k e r s  c o n t a i n s  a p l u r a l  uncoun tab le  noun, and Achetez 

d e s  pommes which i n  t h e  s i n ~ u l a r  would nave y n e  pomme. The pa- 

r a l l e l i s m  c a n  e a s i l y  be shown i n  t n e  n e g a t i v e .  Again i t  i s  

t h e  t r e a t m e n t  of t h e  p a r t i t i v e  as it i s  a f f e c t e d  sy n e g a t i o n  

r a t h e r  t h a n  n e g a t i o n  as i t  a f f e c t s  d e t e r m i n e r s  s e n e r a l l y  t h a t  

t e n d s  t o  d i s t o r t  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  f o r c e s  i n  

l anguade  by f i t t i n g  them i n t o  inadenua te  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  l i k e  

t h e  p a r t s  of  speech.  G r e v i s s e ' s  c o n t e x t s  f o r  t h e  o c c u r r e n c e s  

of p a r t i t i v e  d e  a r e  s imply  a n  u r w e l a t e d  s e r i e s  of  c o n t e x t s  a n d ,  

e x c e p t  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  n e g a t i o n  - a n d  even t h e r e  t h e  p a r a l l e l  

w i t h  u n  canno t  be t r e a t e d  - he shows no s y s t e m a t i c  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between s imple  de and t h e  o t h e r  d e  forms. 

Cuillaume 

Gulllaume makes a d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  c o n t r a c t e d  

d e f i n i t e  a r t i c l e  on t h e  hr  A and t h e  p a r t i t i v e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  what 



is tr:aditionally called the plural indefinite, on the other. 

The distinction is based ultirriately on The dif'ferent thout;ht 

processes involved but in tile forms of discourse it hinbes on 

the nature of the de invclved. He makes no special comment 

about the nature of tne article - le which is a f o r ~ ~ t i v e  element 

in both systems. It is prepositional de thht forms the con- 

tracted definite article (la ~lupart 9es philosophes) - and in- 

verter - de that forms tne partitive. At the midway point In the 

movenent of - de from preposition to partitbe article, & is a 

semi-preposition, semi-inverter; this is what occurs in 

beaucoup - de pain. But it is preposition -- de that occurs in 
vivre de pain. It appears tnat he abandoned the Fort-Royal 

rule in his later article "Logiaue ConstructiveN, since the 

two dels - have a dif'ferent analysis. 

Thus the formal resemblance of the noun phrases in 

beaucoup de pain and vivre de pain covers a hidden difference 

in the de. It is no criticism of Guillaume that he finds - 0 

differences under resemblances or vice versa but the detection 

of difference here throws absolutely no light on other occurr- 

ences of - de plus noun, except insofar as they are directly 

assimilable to one of the two groups, quantifiers or verbs 

followed by preposition de. - 

Moreover for partitive d l  and semi-inverter de, the 

explanation is given in terms of meaning, the idea of quantity 

present either in the c ~ n + ~ ~ t  (beaucoup de) or wholly carried 

by the partitive (de l'eau): for preposition de in vivre de 

P 



the explanation is diven in trrms of the verb/objeet rela- 

tionship. That is to say, there is no sin le crit,erion fcr 

situatin, thc different - de f7rn;s on his cr idtd  :tale. Ulti- 

mately t h e  nlacexent is sees t~ be firbitrary, since there is 

no way of' saying upon inspection just wncre a particular 

occurrence is situsted. The 'real' nature of de, it turns out, 

is irrelevant to his antilysis since m one can know in which of 

its metamorphoses it is appearing. 

In Le Problkme Guillaume used tne Port-Royal rule to 

explain various nominalizations like le dgsir de gloire, les -- - 
meres de c&libataires, une f'oule de gsn$, etc. all of which -- 

were described as containing prepositional de which caused non- - 
formation of the partitive. However when he developed his theo- 

ry of zero article and its particular nuance of 'trans-abstract 

concretion' , Guillaume apparently abandoned the disappearing 
partitive. We saw that his definition of tne value of zero 

article, apart from his statement th::t it was 'trans-abstract', 

was largely indistinguishable from his definition of the nuance 

of the partitive, and that the function of de which is to - 
'make the noun concrete' is also the function of zero article. 

Semantic definitions, as we have seen in Wagner and Pinchon, 

are not well adapted to dealing with zero article. Certeinly 

Guillaume makes it impossible to distingpish between semi- 

inverter &followed by a noun, and preposition - de followed by 

zero article. 



The listing of occlirrences of tr,c f ull partitive and 

of senil-inverter g, howevcr, is much successf'ul tnar 

Zrevisse's since all are ~eikted to tne ilea of quantity. 

Thus normal partitive, n e d - t i ~ n ,  cusntifiers, prenominal adjec- 

tives are all exoruced in a sin~le sentintic exnlanation. A 

full-fledsed senantic analysis is more coherent tnan a multiple 

criteria analysis like Grevisse's In this one asnect of the 

problem, but Guillaune does not offer setisfactory answers 

to any of the other questions being considered. 

Dubois 

Dubois' syntagmatic analysis of the d e  forms organizes 

in a single system the traditional contracted definite article, 

the partitive, the plural indefinite and preposition &. All 

are basically link words and each is a sin5le form, not an 

amalgam of forms. Concentration on the syntagmatic relation- 

ships at the expense of the paradigmatic allows him to state 

the distribution of the d e  forms in tne widest possible form. 

The & which appears with a feminine noun in I1 veut DE la 

bibre is not different from tnat in le jour DE la fete. 

Semantic values, secondary functional values, paradigmatic 

relationships are all set aside in order to concentrate on the 

horizontal relationships in the speech chain, 

Since he groups the forms which can introduce noun 

syntagms according to pc -rile following segments, he cannot 

indicate any special relationship between & and the other d e  



forms. The relationship, which is that of coicplementary dis- 

tribution, is between de, du and des. - This grouping abolishes 

the paradigm du, de la, de l', des - and makes it impossible to 
show a relationship with the article - le in which the paradigm 

not only remains but is essential for the definition of its 

basic function, anaphora. If he retained the paradigm of the 

de forms he could have made a distinction on the basis of ana- - 
phora between the traditional contra.cted definite article and 

the partitive. But even then he could not have dealt with what 

he calls the 'unstable case' of the non-complementary distribu- 

tion of & and des introducing noun syntagms. As long as he 

restricts his analysis so severely, he has no way of distingui- 

shing between these occurrences except by reference to the notion 

of cohesion. Cohesion, we saw, was not a very clear notion in 

the first place and does not serve to explicate the difference 

between beaucoup de boutons and beaucoup des boutons. 

One must be careful not to reproach Dubois for not doing 

what he did not set out to do, that is, describe a system of 

partitive forms. The partitive nuance is for him simply a par- 

ticular semantic application of a set of forms whose structure 

and basic function have been establisned without reference to 

meaning. If he draws no parallels between de and the other 

de forms, it is because in terms of the restricted syntagmctic - 
relationships with which he is concerned, the relationship 

between - de and du - is not more significant than between & and 

des. However, if it can be snown that Dubois did not succeed - 



in describing the distribution and basic function of the - de 

forms by ~urely distributional methods, then we may take this 

as an indication that the description of horizontal relation- 

snips is inadequate for its task of' describing structure. 

Dubois does not make dood his claim to describe the - de 

forms without recourse to meanins. The basic function of the 

system is said to be linkin~; any number of seccndary functions 

may be found within a system without destroying its unity,but 

it is the basic common function that justifies the system. 

Yet we saw (see p. 49 above) that it was precisely some so- 

called partitive uses that did not appear to have a linking 

function. (Sur du pain, avec du beurre, De l'argent l'intg- 

resserait. etc.) 

Rw Frei points out in an interesting structural analysis 
3 

of the relationship between le, un anddu that a distribu- 

tional analysis cannot do without reference to the signifid. 

He uses the auxiliary of verbs which can occur with Btre or 

avoir to show a difference in signifig between preposition d e  

plus article and partitive &. Examples are Elle a sort1 

de la paille and - Elle est sortie de la paille. Equally, of 

course, he could have used negation to distinguish tnem, but 

there remain occurrences like the ones mentioned above which 

cannot be dealt with in either way. We may agree with F'rei 

that a distributional analysis of the forms is necessarily 

90 Hw eel, NTranches nomophonesN , Word XVI (1960), 317-322. 



incomplete, but whether reference to a signifi6 is all that 

is required is a cuestion best answered after a consideration 

of Gross1 analysis. 

Gross 

Gross makes the same division as Guillaume between the 

contracted definite article and a sin&le group of indefinites 

but he lays the burden of the distinction upon the second 

formative element, not the first. - De is a preposition in 

both system, but the le - with which it combines to form the 
partitive is specifically generic - le. Grevisse described 

the internal structure of the partitive in the same way but 

his description served no purpose in his analysis. Gross, on 

the other hand, is motivated in his description by the need to 

write rules which apply only to that function of the article; 

it enables him to make distinctions Grevisse did not succeed 

and Dubois could not succeed in making, for example between 

beaucoup de - and beaucoup des (see p. 44 above). Not only is 

Gross' rule Generic articlejg motivated in the description 

of partitive occurrences but it appears to have wider appli- 

cation in the language and to suggest rule-governed relation- 

ships not related to the partitive. 

Similarly the need to nake a precise stateaent about 

which - de disappeam in the Port-Royal rule not only gives 

an unambi~iuous status to - de that remains but suggests a 



rule-governed relationship between partitive and generic 

articles, between - un and &, restores tne paradigm of prepo- 

sitions before place names and sug~ests a way of relating 

partitive nouns in object nosltion and non-partitive nouns in 

subject position. 

31 
M. Toussaint In a recent article which attempts to 

relate Guillauae's method of' analysis to Chomskyls tries to 

claim for Guillaume's system of tensions the same kind of ri- 

gour as is imnosed by a set of rules. A moment's aomparison 

of Guillaume's analysis of' the rcove~uent of preposition - de to 

partitive - de with Gross' rule for - de deletion should be enough 

to disprove this, Gross starts off witn twos's in the 

Port-Royal rule, both prepositions, the second a formative 

element in the partitive. An examination of the possible 

applications of a de deletion rule elsewhere in the language 

indicates that it is the partitive de that is deleted. Guil- - 
laume starts off with an indefinite number of d L s  arranged 

on a graded scale. At some moment preposition de - nbecomeslt 

semi-inverter de, but as long as there is no formal correlative 

of the change we cannot precisely identify the moment. At an 

identifiable moment semi-inverter - de becomes the partitive 

article but it is identifiable only because it has a formal 

markind. Guillaume*~ (jraded scale, then, is not a more 

subtle and flexible analysis of the nuances said to be carried 

by the form =,but a series of binary choices some of which can 

be located precisely on tb- zcale, othere of which cannot be 

M. Toussaint, "Gustave Cuillaume et l'aotualitd lin- 
guistiquew Langages, Sept, 1967, 



located but whose existence is irrelevant in any case exce~t 

to the construction of the diagram. 

In Gross' analysis the form - de, whose nature and status 

caused so much of the 'problem' of the nartitive in the other 

analyses, is not a member of the basic system of - de forms but 

is always the nroduct of a T-rule. Its distribution is there- 

fore wholly accounted for by the operation of language proces- 

ses. The processes discussed are the formation of negatives 

and passives, the embedding of adjectives,quantifiers, and 

comparatives, and all nominalizations with the final form d e  

plus substantive. 

It is now the moment to answer the question left 

pending since the beginning of this summary. If an analysis 

of the contrast du/ce plus noun in terms of determined and un- 

determined nouns can account for the most important occurrences 

of these forms -and it is certainly simpler than generating 

forms and then deleting them -why prefer a more complicated 

description? The reason is not just that there are marginal 

cases which do not fit well. The reason is rather that what 

appears €it first sight a more complicated analysis is seen in 

a more extended examination of the language to show ordered 

relationships between a much wider range of phenomena than 

can be accounted for by the description 'determined' or 

'undetermined' noun. 



Conclusion: meaning and process. 

Settin, aside for the moment the analyses of Grevisse 

and Dubois, the first becai~se his method can show neitner the 

system of l a n ~ e  or of parole, and Dubois because he has -- 
specifically excluded both meaning and process from his ana- 

lysis, let us compare the insights of Guillaume's method and 

Gross' brief analysis. 

We saw that Guillaume's one area of success was in 

relatind the occurrences of partitive - du and semi-inverter 

de by an explanation in terms of meaning, the presence of an - 
idea of quantity, He was able in this way to give a coherent 

account of negation, quantifiers and prenominal adjectives. 

Guillaume bases his whole analysis on the premise that segments 

of language have 'meaning'. Nouns of various kinds have 'a 

tendency* toward a certain article, articles have, if not 

a signifik, then a 'movement' whicn iias its effect on noun 

extension. Meaning is analysed in minimal segments and it 

is from the establishment of an infinite number of differences 

in meaning at the level of discourse that the symmetry of his 

schema of the articles is abstracted. 

Now Dubois, Gross and even Grevisse agree that there 

are two kinas of statements required for an analysis of the 

partitive, One requirenent is a statement of lexical co-ocurr- 

ence restrictions. Grevisse's statement is oversimplified, 

going no further than tfAi _dllowing noun, while the others 



agree that the significant context is the verb. The other 

part of the probles is the structural one we have been con- 

siderind. How can t h ~  altern~:ti(-~ns of de and the other de - - 
forns beet be accounted for? It is clear from a compariso~ 

of these four analyses tnat it is the notion of language 

processes that will most neatly account for this distribution. 

When both the lexical co-occurrence statements and the process 

statements have been fully worked out, there is nothing left 

to say about the 'problem' of the partitive. That is to say, 

strictly, the forns have no meaning apart from these relation- 

ships. Guillaumels abstraction of the 'movementf of the parti- 

tive from an examination of its supposed content in discourse 

is in the nature of an illusion. Such isolated forms in 

discourse do not offer to a semantic analysis an individual 

meaning on which a comprehensive theory can be built. 

Gross, on the other hand, who is not concerned with the 

analysis of meaning, takes it as given at sentence level and 

shows how that meaning is retained and transformed by language 

processes which can be set out in a series of rules. The 

'problem1 of the partitive as it was defined earlier can only 

be solved by the application to sets of sentences of the idea 

of language process into which the definition of meaning does 

not enter. 
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