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[0 O The iconic notion that the forms of language may imitate theirmeanings goes back [ at least in the Western
tradition(] to Platos Cratylus.Like all subsequent scholarsC] (1 Plato rejected imitative iconicity as adescriptive
account of the structure of most words.[J But words occur inlarger morphosyntactic-structures.[] [J The earliest
idea that may count as an ancestor of iconicity in syntaxis the na~ve and extremely widespread view of 17th and 18
centurygrammarianst] debunked in Chomsky [J 196501 6-8 (1 [ that the sequence ofwords in a sentence
“follows a natural order which conforms to the naturalexpression of our thoughts". This is of course equivalent to
the notion thatthere is nothing specifically linguistic about syntax(] and there is thereforeno need for grammarians
to bother with it. Chomskys ridicule made thisview notorious] and the vast majority of modern linguists have
followed himin rejecting it completely] and espousing thediametrically opposedhypothesis of the "autonomy of
grammar”. In its extreme formO articulatedmost forcefully in Chomsky 19571 the autonomy hypothesis asserts
that syntactic structure has nothing to do with [J and certainly does not emerge from[J any extralinguistic factors
O including meaning [ Chomsky 195701 chapter 9] [ communicative intent [J Chomsky 1980 [0 23901 O or
frequency 0 Chomsky 1957 [0 1507 .
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[0 O Trace theory cannot explain this fact: ergo, trace theory is not eveninterested in it. Presumably, the semantic
contrast between [ 123al] and[ 123b[] is simply dismissed as idiomatic. Idioms are a pervasive fact of life,and
there is nothing implausible about dismissing any fact as an arbitraryone. Nevertheless, the formal unity of the
phenomenon of contraction inEnglish is so striking, and the semantic parallelism between these two casesis so neat,
that one might wish for a unified analysis of [0 12100 and [0 12300 .The understood subject of any imperative in
English is you. In the firstinterpretation of (1 123al] , us is inclusive, and therefore the subjects of let andgo are
non-distinct, both including you. Therefore, a same-subject O reduced,contracted] form lets is possible. In the
second interpretation of [1 123al] , onthe other hand, us is exclusive, and it follows that the subjects of let and
gomust be entirely distinct. Therefore the same-subject form lets is imposs-ible. This analysis may seem suspect in
treating non-distinctness of you andyou and me as identity [1 both non-distinctness and identity motivating
thesame-subject form . In fact, however, there is a fair body of comparativeevidence that suggests the correctness
of precisely this approach. That is, inlanguages which mark switch-reference as a clearly defined
grammaticalcategory, cases of overlap or inclusion between subjects are typicallytreated as "borderline™ cases where
often both same-subject and different-subject forms are possible O cf. Longacre 1972, Langdon & Munro
1979,Haiman 1980, Austin 1981, Comrie 1983, Franklin 198301 . The ambiguity of(] 123al] is exactly parallel
inasmuch as the non-distinct interpretation,[] 124al] , may be rendered by either let us, asin 0 123al] [ the
different-subjectform or letsasin [J 123b0J [J the same-subject form[J .
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