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A NOTE ON SEMANTIC REPRESENTATION OF LEXICAL ITEMS
AND LEXICAL GAPS

MariA GRZEGOREK

Adam Mickiewicz Universily, Poznarn

Each lexical entry (a lexical entry is characterized by a one-to-one corres-
pondence of form and meaning) is described in the lexicon in terms of four types
of features: phonological, syntactic, semantic and pragmatic. The distinction
of semantic and pragmatic features is such that semantic features characterize
the cognitive meaning of a given word (denotation), whereas pragmatio fea-
tures are used to mark differences of style, register, emotive associations, etc.
In this paper we deal in a sketohy way with some aspects of the semantic re-
presentation of lexical itoms and on this basis we discuss briefly some problems
connected with intra- and inter-language lexical gaps.

A. SEMANTIC REPRESENTATION

There are two assumptions underlying the use of semantio representations
such as those discussed below:
1. Meaniugs of lexical items are decomposabls into semantically simpler
elements,
2. Meanings of lexical items can be olaesified in groups (lexico-semantio
fields).

———.

1 It 18 not cloar whether the features such as style, register, ete., form & uniform olass.
Tho term "pragmatio foatures’ is used here in an arbitrary way. Moreover it is not cleor
where the boundary hetweon cognitive meaning and pragmatio meaning can be drawn.
So far we do not know not only how to represent meanings of words but also what consti-
tutes the meaning of a given word. See for instance Lakoff’s discussion, on fuzzincss of
meaning in Lakoff (1972).




6 Maria Grzegorok

Loxical decomposition is obtained by means of a paraphrase of a given
word The result of decomposition is represented as a set of semantic features
(sememes) and relations bet.wveen them according to which complex semantic
struoturcs are formed from simple sememes. {These relations are of various
types, for instance predicb.tion, higher level predication, conjunction, disjunc-
tion, etc.). A typical example of lexical decoraposition is for instance Katz s
representation of the meaning of the English verb chase (Katz 1966:168).
The semantic representation of this verb consists of two complex semantic
markers: ACTIVITY and INTENTION.

chase (((Activity of x) (Nature: (Physical)) ((Motion)
(Rate: fast) (Character: following y)),
(Inteation of x: (Trying to catch y) (motion))

The semantic representation of any lexical item has to provide sufficient
information in order to deduce from it at least the following relations of a gi-
ven item to other items in the same lexicon:

a. possible paraphrases of a given lexical item

b. synonyms of a given lexical item

c. semantic collocability of a given lexical item

d the semantic fields of a given lexical item and relationship tv other mem-

bers of the same semantic field.

»

Paraphrases

Lexical items 2 and y constitute a natural paraphrase of sume lexical item
z if:
1 the semantic represeniation of z corresponds to sume (simple or complex)
semantic marker A in the semantic representation of z,
2. The semantic representation of y corresponds to some uther (simple or
complex) semantic marker B in the semantic representation of z,
3 A and B stand iu some relation R one to another in the semantic repre-
sentation of z,
4. A and B are the only two semnantic markers un some level of decomposi-
tion of the meaning of z.
Suppose for insta.ice that the semantic representation of the English verb
stink consists cf two semantic markers. PROPERTY and EVALUATION.

stink ((Property of x) (type: perceptual) (organ: nose)),
((Evaluation of that property) (criterion: esthetical)
(result: negative))

Since in the English lexicon there is a word which has the semantic representa-
tion identical to the first semantic marker, i.e. smell and a word whose semantic

6
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On semantic representation of lexical items and on lexical gaps 7

vepreseutation corresponds to the sceond complex semantic marker, i.e.
bad, stink can be paraphrased as to smell bad.? On the text level the
two words which constitute the paraphrase occur in a specific syntagmatic
velationship det ermined by the relation R in the scmantic representation of the
word which is paraphrased. Very often it is a modification structure. In our
|
|
|
|

example Evaluation is a higher predicate than Property. The corresponding
syntagmatic relationship is a modification structure whose head (& verb) cor-
responds to the lower predicate and the modifier (an adjective) to the higher
predicate. '

If two words z and y in a specific syntagmatic relationship are not normally
used as a paraphrase of tie word z by native speakers of the language to
whose lexicon 2, y and 2 belung, in spite of the same meaning being expressed
by these two expressions, then z and y form an artificial paraphrase of z.3

Synonyms
If itis accepted that there arc synonymous expressions in language then
these lexical items are synonymous by definition which have the same semantic
_ representations. (It has to be kept in mind that semantic representation cor-
responds to the cognitive meaning of words only). As is well known even these
words are not exchangeable in all contexts. Especially they cannot replace one
another in the cases of fixed collocations such as idioms, proverbs, metaphors,
compounds. For instance, with reference to seasons (spring, summer, etc)
one uses in Polish the word pore rather than okres, although these two words
ought to have the same scmantic representations.

pora
{? okrcs} roku

2 Obviously thero 18 nore than one entry for tho vorb smell and more than one lexical
ontry for tho adjootive bad, e.g.
smoll, =action of x ......
(John was smelling flowers when I left him)
smoelly=cognition of x ......
(We smelled garlic in the whole flat)
smelly=porcoptunl proporty of x
(Her hair smelled of shampoo)
Dad,=negative moral evaluation of men
(John ie a bad man)
bad,=nogative funetional evaluation of objoets, persons ...
(This knife is bad. Mary is a bad teacher.)
bad,=nogative evaluation of perceptural propertics
(These plants smell bad)
Only matohing of smell and bad, can form & puraphraso of stink.
3 For instance “‘causo t0, como about, to intend” is not usod by native speakers of
English to roplace persuade although such a paraphrase may bo used by linguists or
philosophers for oxplication:of mesaning of the verb persuade.




8 Maria Grzegorek

It is hardly ever possible to replace a word in an idiom with its synonym or
near synonym and retain the meaning of the idiom. ¢ e.g.

to kick the bucket
* to sock the bucket
* to kick the pail

-

In the case of many pairs of nominal synonyms only one member of such a
pair can be used mataphorically or is more likely to occur with abstract nouns.
For instance English way seems to be more abstraot than road, as the example
below proves:

He has made his way in life (=He has succeeded in life)
* He has made his road in life.

Road, however, not way is used in the expression peace road, in spite of the me-
taphorical meaning of this expression. This shows the indeterminacy of ocour-
rence of lexical items in fixed collocations. In Polish kres and ondec have the
same meaning (=the end), yet they are rarely exchangeable in the same con-

texts. Usually kres is collocated with abstract nouns, whereas konfes can be-:

used with either abstract or concrete nouns, but no rule can be established.
e.g.

u kresu . ,
byé {*na korow } &t (come-to the end of one’s strength)

koniec . kres .
{* kres } ulicy {kom'ec} wedréwks
(end of the road) (end of wandering)

* kres l opo viadania konsec reyjaing
koniec | 4 kres ( Pr#W

(end of the story) (end of the friendship)

The problem is how, if at all, should these differences in use of synonyms
be marked in lexical entries.

A similar problem arises in connection with near synonyms — for instance
words whose meaning is basically the same, the differences concern the degree

¢ Lohrer (1974) observed that idioms differ in the possibility of loxical substitution.

In somo idioms it is possiblo to subetitute one torm with a near synonym and retain tho
meaning.
e.g.

keep up one’s end

hold up one’s end

busld castles in the asr

uild castles in the clouds (Lohror 1974:185)

8




On semantic representation of lexical items and on lexinal gaps 9

of intensity of & given action, state of property. Consider the following Polish
examples:

Krzyczec prosié gniew braydki
(shout) (ask) (anger) (ugly)
wrzeszczed blagaé wiécieklodé szpetny
(yel) (imglore) (rage) (hideous)
‘ Suria szkaradny
(fury) (execrable)

If such words have different semantic representations, then some mechanism
has to relate these words as similar in meaning and to establish the degrec of
intensity for each partioular item with reference to the item which is unmarked
for intensity. Defining similar meanings in terms of the number of the semantio
markers they share (i.e. the more semantic markers two items have in common
the more similar are their meanings) doesn’t work if we consider, for instance,
such cases as adjectival antonyms whose semantic representations may differ
in one feature only, yet they are by no means near synonyis, e.g. good-bad,
beautiful-ugly. .

One of the ways of handling near synonyms of this type would be to intro-
duce rules of unilateral implication relating items with higher degree of inten-
sity to items with lower degree of intensity, e.g. blagad implies prosié — but
not vice versa. .

Semantic collocability

The semantic representation of each lexical itens must provide the informa-
tion necessary for establishing the proper coocourrence relations of this item
with other lexical items in sentences and larger pieces of toxt. Not only the
gelectional restriotions which determine the cooccurrence of verbs with their
subject-and objects, but also the restrictions on coocourrence of distant elements
of text must be deducible from semantic representations.

Consider the following examples:

1. * Jokn was sitiing at the table and chasing Bill.
2. * John chased Bill but tried to catch Bill.

Example 1 is ungrammatical because some semantic features of chase (Physical

aotivity of z, motion=ochange of place by x) do not agree with comparable fea-

tures of sit (Physical state of , no change of place by z). The agreement of these

. features is necessary in this context — and in 1 is the ‘simultaneous and’.

Part of the meaning of ckase is try to calch. Sentence 2 is ungrammatical

because but requires that the second clause asserts something which is not im-
plied by the first clause.
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The semantic representation of a given lexical item must also make it
possible to determine the set of possible modifiers for each item. Consider for
instance the lexical entry for the noun ball.

ball: Solid physical object. Shape: round, ............

Redundancy rules such as RR1 and RR2 specify the terms in which a so-
lid physical object can he described. ¢

RR1: solid physical object 2125, weight, looks, (taste) (smell)

RR2: looks —Xd of_, eolor, shape, size ...

According to these rules the noun dall can he collocated with any adjective
whieh has in its ssmantic representat:on features such as weight description
(e.g. heavy, light), color description .. green, yellow, or size description e.g.
big, small. The "shape’ adjectives {(square, round, flat, etc.) are not used as modi-
fiers of the noun ball because the feature shape is already specified in the seman-
tic representation of this noun, i.e. (she.pe: round). Repetition of the same fea-
ture which is included in the semantic representation of a given lexical entry
in jts modifier results in information redundancy, e.g. ¢ round ball, edible
food, eto.

Semantic representation of adjectivas has to provide information whether
they can enter some scales or not. For instance, ameng antonyms gradable and
nongradable antonyms can be distinguished.?

type 1 — gradable antonyms, c.g. small, big; hot, cold
type 2 — nongradable antonyms, e.g. dead, alive; male, female

The relevant differences between adjectives belonging to scales (type 1) and
those which do not belong to scales (type 2) are:

L. Adjective of type 1 can be modified by adverbs such as very, extremely,
slightly. partially, eto. whereas adjectives of type 2 cannot.

Negation of an adjective of type 2 forms a paraphrase of its antonym (o.g.
dead=not alive), whereas negation of an adjective of type 1 does not even
imply its antonym, e.g. T'his water is not cold, does not imply This water is hot.

o

% Redundancy rules will be disquasod in the next section.
¢ Sontencos 1 and 2 aro tautologits (analytic). Sontoncos 1a and 2a may bo intor-
protod cither as anomalous or as synthotio

1. This dall is round.

2. This food is edible.
la. This ball 18 square.
2a. This food is inedible.

? For gradable and ungradable antonyms soo Lyons (1971).

10




On semantic representation of lexical itema and on lexical gaps 11

The meanings of some nouns have two (or more) aspects but i¢ is problema-
tic whether we should postulate two differert lexical entries. (-onsider for in-
stance nouns suck as boek and eye. At least two different senses can be distin-
guished for these nouns:

book 1. a physical object ...
2. recorded story (poem, lecture, etc.) ...

eye 1. pars of human face
2. man’s organ of sight

Book and eye in the first sense can be collocated with any of the adjectives
describing physical objects.

heavy
That book 18 —thick
blue
Y round
Her eyes were é— green

N beautiful

Book in the second sense (mental contents) can be described for instance in
terms of quantity and quality.

This book 13 lony. (quantity)
This 18 a three volume book.
s dull
/ v i
. Z__ wery clever book

This isa .

- beautiful (quality)

obscene

Body organs are primarily described in terms of their function and health
condition.

Some nouns do not require the distinction of several senses but their seman-
tic representations have to specify the types of possible evaluation measures.®
For instance the noun soup can be collocated with adjectives describing taste,
color, smell, consistence, etc. (but not shape, height, length, ete.) “The primaty

' The necossity of incorporating an ovaluation somantic marker into the deseription
of meaning of somo nouns was discussed in Katz (1966).

ik,
et
| Y




12 Maria Grzegorek
3

evaluation measure, flowever, is taste, as it is for any food product. This sta-
tement explains why a sentence:

3. This soup is good.
is interpreted as 3a:

36, T'his soup tastes good.
snd not as 8b:

3h. Thfa soup smells good.

whereas sentence 4, for instance, is interpreted as 4a because [smell] is the pri-
mary evaluation measure for perfume.

4. This is a good perfume.
4a. This perfume smells good.

Relation to other members of the field

Semantic representation of lexical items has to provide the informstion
about the hierarchy relations among lexical items belonging to the same lexico-
semantic field. These hierarchies are of various types. The most obvious ones
are two types of relations:

1. general versus specific (the *kind of® relation)

e.g. color ved, blue, green ...
furniture  chair, bed, sofa, ...
fruit apple, pear, orange, ...

2. whole versus part (the “part of® relation)

c.g. body leg, arm, head ...

car wheel, engine, brake ...

Such relations among lexical items are represented in the lexicon by means
of redundancy rules of the form a and b:

. RRa:
aAbac . q_Kodof

RRb:
aAbAc ... d_pattof

£

Thus part of the semantic representation of a lexical item consists in referring
to some hierarchy-redundancy rules which define its place in semantic fields
of which this lexical item is a member. If the semantic representations of two
lexical items make reference to the same hierarchy-redundancy rule (or rules)
then these two items belong to the same semantio field. Obviously, some prin-

>,

12 «




On semantic representation of lexical items and on lexical gaps 13

ciples relating semantic fields to their sub-fields have to belong to the lexicon
too, for instance the prinoiple of transitivity for the “part of’ hierarchy:

if g _pattol X

X patt of_) /A
then
a part of VA

Due to the information about the membership of lexical items to various
gemantio fields repetition of some selectional restrictions for each particular
jter can be avoided. For instance, hyponyms share selectional restrictions with

their hyperonyms.
/ body

arm
\ finger

Hierarchy-redundancy rules also account for collocations of distant lexi-
cal items. For instance they explain why sequences 5 and 6 arc grammatical
and 5a and 8a are not.

5. Maybe that coat was blue. I never remember the color of anything.
&a. * Maybe that coat was blue. I never remember the {zcha/pe } of anything.

e.g. Ay avies

ocatton
6. His face looked strange, especially the eyes.

6a. * His face looked strange, especially {thszz;‘etgo;w}

B. LEXIOAL GAPS

Phonological and semantic representation can be paired in order to function
as a lexical item of a given language L if they are both well formed represen-
tations according to the rules of the grammar of L. Phonological rules of the
grammar of L determine possible sequence of phonemes in L, whereas semantic
rules determine possible semantic structures of lexical items in L. Rules match-
ing semantic representations with pkonological representations are called lexi-
calization rules. Lexicalization rules which operate after some other lexicaliza -
tion rule has applied are traditionally called word-formation rules (or rules
of derivational morphology). If some possible semantic representation of L is
not matched with some possible phonological representation of L, an accidental
lexical gap arises. The three basio types of accidental lexical gaps are the fol-
lowing ones:
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1. 4 phonological gap.

There is a phonological representation X (well-formed sequence of phonemes
of L) but there is no semantic representation Y paired with it.

eg.
X =/blik/
Y=¢

* Blik is an accidental gap in English because this sequence of phonemes has
no meaning.®

2. 4 semantic gap

There is a semantic representation Y (a possible combination of semantic
markers in L) but there is no phonological representation X paired with it.

e.g.
MX=0 '
LY=& dead plant
A dead plant is an accidental gap in English because there is no lexical item

which expresses this mesning, although an appropriate lexicalization rule
exists in English as the table below proves: 10

LIVING man animal plant

DEAD corpse carcass ¢
3. 4 word formation gap

Due to the existence of some word formation rule, there is some semantio
representation Y and some phonological representation X corresponding to Y,
but a lexical item with the sementic representation Y and phonological repre-
sentation X does not exist in L (or at least is not used by the speakers of L)

e.g.
X =similartize )
Y =to make similar

* Similarize is an accidental gap in English because this word is not used by
native speakers although there is & word formation rule which permits the so-
mantic structure Y and the phonological combinetion X. This rule operates
for instance in the derivation of popularize from popular.

If some semantic or phonological representation s ill-formed then by defini-

* This example is taken from Chomsky (1064:64).
1° This oxample is taken from Lohrer (1970). Actually the word carcass refers only
to bigger animals, not to flies, ote.

14




On semantic representation of lexical items and on lexical gaps 16

tion a lexicsalization rule cannot operate. In this case a systematic lexical gap
ocours.
Examples:

1. A phonological rule is violated

o.g. * ftik (Chomsky 1964:€4)
2. A semautic rule is violated
" e.g. * wralm (=a part of wrist and palm)

This item is ill-formed because its placement on hierarchies of lexical

items would require convergence of hierarchies which is against the prin-

ciple that lexical hierarchies are nonconvergent.
Neologisms usually fill accidental gaps. Individual neologisms (as used in poe-
try, for instance), can also fill systematic gaps. Consider for instance Leémian’s
najgorszdé which violales the rule of de-edjectival noun formation because no
noun in — o¢é can be based on the superlative degree of any adjective (Puzyni-
na 1966) On the other hand najgorszoéé is also an accidental gap because there
is a rule in Polish which says that nouns in -0é¢ can e formed from adjectival
stems.

Below we will concentrate on some problems connected with accidental
semantic gaps. This type of lexical gap occurs if some well formed semantic
structure is not lexicalized, although other semantic structures following the
same pattern are lexicalized in a given language.

Two semantic structures follow the same pattern if they underlie two lexi-
cal items belonging to the same semantio field and if they differ only in the oc-
ocurrence of one sememe. Consider for instance part of the semantic field of
sensual data of taste and smell.

semantic “eld: sensual data
subfields: sensual data of smell and taste
relevant sememe: Esthetical Evaluation

SMELL TASTE
Natural Loxical Natural Loxical
paraphrase item paraphraso item
Laudatory a good scent a good o
esthotical amell aroma taste
evaluation Sfragrance
Disapproving a bad stench o
esthotical smell odor a bad taste
evaluation Jetor

21 The example and tho principle are from Bovor and Rosenbaum (19170).

.y 15




16 Maria Grzegorek

In the case of one language the term lexical gap corresponds to every non-
existing form which by virtue of some lexicalization rule or word-formation
rule could be a Jexical item of that Janguage. Consider, for instance, all lexical
gaps which can be found in English as & consequence of the fact that the
sememe ‘with special attention’ has been incorporated in the word scrufinize
(scrutinize=look with special attention).

Semantic field: sensual activities
Relevant sememe: ‘with special attention’

Activity+"with gpecial attention’
Aotivity — .
lexical item paraphraso
look scrutinize look intently (clcsely)
listen 0 listen with both oars
smoll o 1? gmell intently
tasto 0 1? taste intently

As it turns out the meaning “do something with special attention” is lexicalized
in only one case in the field of sensory activities. This meaning is not lexicalized
either in the case of other lexical items, belonging to such fields as mental or

physical activities.

ENGLISH AND POLISH VERBS OF SENSUAL PERCEPTION

English Polish
SMELL
active vorb smell waqchaé
cognitivo vorb emell (=czué zapach)
descriptive verb ® (=smoll nice) pachnieé
positive ovaluation
negativo evaluation stink $mierdzieé
TASTE
aotive vorb taste emakowad, kosz-

towaé

cognitive verb taste (=czué¢ smak)
doseriptivo vorb o (=taste good) smakowaé

positive ovaluation

nogative ovalnation

n (=taste bad)

nie smakowaé

SIGUT

active verb look patrzeé
cognitive verb see widzied
descriptive verb look wygladaé
HEARING

active verb listen stuchaé
cognitivo verb hear slyszeé
deseriptive verb sound bramieé

16
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Theoretically then, intra-language lexica! gaps can be found in every such
situation which some lexicalization rule applies to at least one member of a
given lexical field. Practically, however, reservations have been made that at
least two items of the field have to undergo the same lexicalization process in
order to establish a lexicalization pattern (see Lehrer 1870).

If we compare two languages, the number of semantic lexical gaps is limited
because only the combinations of semems which are actually lexicalized in
either of the two compared languages are taken into account. In order to find
inter-language lexical gaps in a given semantic field we extend that field so
that it comprises &.l members of this field in L, and all members of a compar-
able field in 1,. Consider for instance the table on p. 16 (for each gap & correspo-
ndiag natural paraphrase is given).

The comparicon of English and Polish verbs of sensual perception makes it
necessary that we disitinguish more members of this field than the deseription
of either English or Pclish separately requires. Notice also that it is not neces-
sary to distinguish two types of desoriptive verbs in the case of verbs referring
to sight and hearing because the sememes ‘positive evaluation’ and ‘negative
evaluation® ave not lexicalized together with the descriptive verb in either lan-
guage. Instead a natural paraphrase (look good, look bad, ete.) is used in both
languages.

If a given lexical item of I, has no lexical counterpart in L, but is rendeved
by means of its natural paraphrase in L;, we are concerned with an stem gap.
Two other types of interlanguage lexical gaps will be mentioned in this paper:
a synonym gap and a postiional variant gap.

A synonym type of gap occurs if, in one language, some lexical item has more

near synonyms than its counterpart in the other language. Consider for
instance the English noun faste and its Polish translation equivalent smak

English Polish
hyperonym: taste smak
near synonyms  flavour o

(hyponyms) savour )
‘ relish - o
smack ]

tang 9

To render any of the near synonyms of taste the Polish speaker has to use either
the word smak or an artificial paraphrase.

The positional variant type of lexical gap can be illustrated by the
following lexical correspondence between English and Polish:

E. like P. lubié
P. podobac sie

2 Papers and Studles...
Q
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One of the meanings of the verb like is “to evaluate positively the sensual
data’:12

L. I like (tke smell of) this perfume.

2. I like (the looks of) your hair.

3. I like (the taste of) this soup.

4. I like (ths sound of) this piece of music.

In Polish equivalents of these sentences either the verb lubié or the verb
podobaé si¢ can be used.

la. Lubie te perfumy (zapach tych perfum)
b. Zapach tyck perfum podoba mi sie.
2a. tLubig twoje wlosy (wyglad twoich wloséw)
b. Twoje wlosy podobajq mi si¢ (wyglad twoich wloséw podoba mi sig).
3a. Lubie te zupe (Lubig smak tej zupy) ’
b. * T'a zupa podoba mi sig (* Smak tej zupy podoba mi sie)
Pa zupe mi smakuje.1®
da. Lubi¢ ten utwér (Lubig brzmienie tego utworu)
b. Ten utwér podoba mi sie.

In Polish two verbs lubi¢ and podobad sie express the same meanings as the En-
glish verb like. The occurrence of either lubié or podobal sig is syntactically
conditioned: Jubi¢ is used if the Perceiver NP (NP,) is topicalized, podobaé sig
i3 used if the Sensual Data NP (NP,) is topicalized. In English fronting NP,
in sentences with the meaning discussed above is blooked. Thus for the mean-
ing ‘positive evaluation of sensual date’ English has only one lexical entry,
whereas Polish has two:

E,
- like b
+V

NPy NP,
z evaluates positively
sensual data y

— .

W Like and lubié havo other moanings too, for instance they are used to donote
someone’s positive emoticnal attituds towards some porson or gomo ovont. Lubié 1. this
meaning is not exchangeable with podobaé sig. Sentonces 1 and 2 are not Synunymous:

L. Lubilem tylko jedng kobiete.

2. Tylko jedna kobieta podobala mi sse.

1 The Polish sontonces expressing ovaluation of taste constitute & soparato problem
becausoe not podobaé but smakowad is used 88 a counterpart of Jubié. Also, sentencos with
smakowad usually havo instantanoous interpretation, whereas sontenves with lubid rofor
to tho perceiver’s general attitude towards somo food product.

18




On semantic representation of lexical items and on lexical gaps 19
B lubié - B podobac sie
+V +V
Ny NPy, NPy NPy
« evaluates positively « oevaluates positively
sensual data y | sensual data y

The comparison of these entries shows that there is a lexical gap in English in
the sense that for the expression of the same meaning Polish has two words
(whose use is syntactically conditioned) while English has only one.
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SOME REMARKS ON CASE GRAMMARS AS BASES FOR CONTRASTIVE
STUDIES

Haxs Urricr Boas

Universily of Qbtingen

In my dissertation I distinguished between two kinds uf linguistic generali-
zations (of. Boas 19756a:26 f£.). Prireary linguistic elements that can be used to
justify the basio assumptims of linguistic thecrics and grammatical mocels
such as the postulating of compunents and levels of repressntation. Secondary
genoralizations concern the regulsrities obrervable within one component or
on one level of representation and therefore presuppose & certain choice among
the primary ones.

It was the setting up of ger.eralizations of the fivet kind in Fillmore (1868a,b)
and (1068a) that awarded case grat:mar the roie of being, besides abstract
syntax, the second crack in the trans{urmational monolith of the late sixties.?
Thus, Fillmore criticized the Chomskyan notion of deep structure vs “an arti-
ficial interm.iate lovel between the empirically discoverable ‘semantio deep
structure’ and the observationally accessibie surface structure, a level the pro-
perties of which have more to do with the methcdological commitments of gram-
marians than with the nature of humaa languages” (1968a:88). He questioned
in partioular the necessity of expressing such grammatical relations as sub-
jeot-of and object-of at the level of deep structure and postulated instead a di-
vision into a proposition consisting of a tenseless set of semantic relationships
involving & verb and one or more nouns (axd embedded sentences) and & ‘mo-
dality’ constituent. The latter includes such modalities on the sentence-as a-
whole as negation, tense, mood and aspeot (of. Fillmore 19684:23).Thess
deep case relationships comprise “a set of universal, presumably innate, con-
cepts which identify certain types of judgments human beings are capable
of making about the events that are going on around them, judgments about

1 Yor this view soo Starosta (1069).
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22 Hans U. Boas

such matters as who did it, who it happened to, and what got changed.”
(1968a:24). The preliminary list of semantic case relationships of the ‘Stan-
dard Theory’ of case grammar, i.e. Fillmore (1968a:24 - 25), includes the
following: :

Agentive (A), tho caso of tho typically animate porcoivod mnstigator of tho action
identified by tho vorb. .

Instrumental (I), tho caso of tho inanimate force or ubject causally involvod m the
action or state idontified by the vorb.

Datire (D), the case of the animate being affocted by tho stato or action 1dontified
by the verb.

Factitive (F), tho caso of thoe object or boing rosulting from the action or stato 1denta-
fiod by tho vorb, or understood as a part of the moaning of the verb.

Incatire (L), the caso which idontifios tho location ur spatial omentation of the stato
of action idontified by tho verb.

Objective (0), the somantically most neutral caso, tho caso of anytlung reprosontable
by & noun whoso rolo in the action or stato idontified by tho vorb 18 :dontifiod by
tho ssmantic intorprotation of the verb itself,

Any verb can be classified according to the semantic case relationships it may
have to its co-occurring nouns, or to put it in Fillmore's words, the case frame
features “indicate the set of casc frames into which given verbs may be in-
serted”” (Fillmore 1968a:27). To yopresent the fact that certain verbs are
capable of occurring in more than one case environment (cf. (1) - (4)) Fillmore
used the notation under (5) which collapses the possibilities given in (1) - (4)
(cf. ibid.)

(1) The door opened. [—- Q)

(2) John opened the door. [—- 0-L A)

(3) T'he wind opened the door. [-— O+I]

(4) John opened the door with a chiscl. [--— O -+I-4A]
(8) +[__0(T) (A)]

Apart from the different array of cases verbs are distinguished from each other
by the possibility that one of the cases may be an embedded sentence and by
transformationsl properties such as exception features to the general subject
and object selection rules, idiosyncratic choices of prepositions and specific
complementizers (Fillmore 1068a:28 - 29).

Without going into further, especially technical, details of derivations in
TFillmore’s Standard Theory, let me only mention his contention that “the
‘explanatory’ use of this framework resides in the necessary claim that,
although there can be compound instances of a single case (through noun
phrase conjunction), each case relationship occurs orly once in a simple sen-
tence” (1968a-21). In addition, his rule for the normal or “unmarked’ subject
choice is of interest for our purposes:

21
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(6) If there is an A, it becomes the subject; otherwise, if there is an I,
it becomes the subject; otherwise, the subject is the O (1968a:33).

Following this rule the NP in question undergoes subject-fronting and
after several other transformationsl operations may end up as the surface
subject. A “non-normal” subject-choice may associate the feature [+ pas-
sive] with the verb which then triggers the appropriate changes.

Summarizing our short sketch of the Standerd Theory of Case Grammar
it must be pointed out that the main explanatory value of assuming uni-
versa] semantio deep structure cases resides in the faot that distinct arrays
of such case relativnships impose a semantic classification on the verbs (and
adjectives) of individual languages and “express a notion of ‘sentence type’
that may be expected tc have universal validity, independently of such
superficial differences as subject selection’ (1968a:21).

It was probably the attractiveness of being able to work with a small
number of possibly universal descriptive semantic categories or labels that
prompted the more or less thorough descriptions of a considerable number of
languages in terms of the case grammar paradigm.? Criticisms of the Standard
Theory of Case Grammar have mostly ccntered around problems that had
already been alluded to in Fillmore (1968a) and that are certain to crop up
once larger amounts of data than the anecdotal ‘clear cases’ are being in-
vestigated. Among these problems there are three which concern the substan-
tive claims and empirical consequences of Fillmore's theory and not so much
its formal representation and which are therefore particularly relevant to
contrastive studies.

The first two closely interrelated problems have to do with the number
and definitions of the supposcdly universal case relationships between a
verbal element and one or more nouns. The third relates to the difference in
subject selection possibilities of equivalent lexical items in different languages
permitting the same array of cases.

The problems connected with the number and the definition of case rela-
tionships can, for the purposes of our discussion, be illustrated best by com-
paring the list of six cases presented above with the one given in Fillmore
(1971b:251; 259): Agent, Experiencer, Instrument, Object, Source, Goal,
Location, Timec and Path.® The Experiencer which'is partially identical
0 the old Dative occurs “where there is o genuine psychological event or
mental state verb” (1971b:251). Depending on the class of the verb, as, for
example, verbs of mot:on (go ... from ... to), verbs of change (ckange ...
from ...into) and temporal lapse (last ... from ... until), Source and Goal

2 ¢f., for examplo, Donaldson (1973), Dugas (1969), Goldin (1968), Nilson (19'{3)
and the references given thore. ]
3 In Fillmore (1968b) tho cases Counteragent and Result wero postulated.

L - 22




24 Hans U. Boas

are interpreted as earlier and later locations, states or time points. (cf. 1971:
250). Because of this latter interpretation the Goal case can also include
the former Factitive. Path is found in sentences like (7). Sentences containing
this case as well as the cases of Location and Time (cf. (8)) violate

(7) Hevalked down the hill across the bridge through the pasture to the chapel.
(8) He was sitling under the tree in the park on a bench Tuesdey afternoon
about three o’clock. (1971b:259)

Fillmore’s one-instance-per-clause principle only superficially. In (8) there is
on a semantic level just one place and just one time specification. Fillmore also
gives a reason why it is unnecessary to posit a new case like “Force’ ag it had
beex suggested by Huddleston (1870). This putative case which would cover
the accidental interpretation of (9) as well as the natural forca phenomenon
in (3) never occurs in contrast with either Agent or Instrament (cf. Fillmore
1971b:263) and may therefore be grouped with either of them. As to the
treatment of for you in (10)

(9) Jokn broke the window.
(10) I do 3t for you.

which could be analyzed as Benefactive Fillmore (1971b:261) proposes a higher
sentence analysis in which “it ig' spelled out that somebody offers some
deed to somebody else” and he postulates for this analysis an abstract verb
of giving. A clause conflating principle then transforms the structure in (11)
into

(11) T give you (I do it) (1971b:261).

(10). This assumption receives support from the fact that such a clause con-
flating principle might also be posited for the derivation of sentences like (12)
and (13) on the grounds that there are languages in which such sentences can
only be expressed as (14) and (15) tespectively.

(12) I hit the ball over the Sence,

(13) I knocked the man down.

(14) I hit the ball; it went over the fence.

(16) I hit the man; ke fell down (Fillmore 1971b:256),

An examination of the above issues which, in fact, constitute only a small
selection of those discussed in Fillmore (1971b) reveals that two seemingly
contradictory lines of reasoning pervade his argumentation. 4 In his attempt

.

¢ This is also ovidencod by Fillmoro's (1971b:250) statement: *Iv is ono thing to see
if thero is & stopping place in tho attempt to list the somantio functions that go with any
givon predicator, another thing to soo if the list of somantic functions found for difforont
predicators have enough overlap to make it boliovable that thoro is a small list for graza-
matical theory in genoral”.
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to discover a repertory of universa! case relationships ‘““defined once a1 for
all for human languages” (1971b:247) the criterion of descriptive adequacy
in the sense of explicitness and the criterion of simplicity of the linguistic
grammar collide. By the latter criterion the theory with the smaller nuraber
of case relationship, i.e. the one incorporating, for example, the clause con-
flating principle, would be favored, by the former criterion the theory which,
in addition to Souice and Goal, postulates cases iike Distance or Duration®
would be more highly valued.

For contrastive lexical investigations it seems preferable to give privrity
to descriptive explicitness of the possibly different kinds and numbers of se-
mantic deep cases exhibited by the lexical items of the languages being con-
fronted. "This is all the more advisable because uveremphasizing the simplicity
criterion amounts to accepting the Generative Semaxntics approach in which
prelexical transformations are needed to make up for the decoraposition of
monomorphemic lexical items.® This involves the setting up of a level of
paraphrases the thecretical status and value of which is uncertain depriving
thus contrastive analyses of the relatively sound basis of comparing possible
semantic contexts of equivalent lexical items in the languages concerned.

To reconcile, however, Fillmore’s claim as to the universality of case rela-
tionships with the fact that in certain languages case notions such as Source
and Goal cannot be justified (cf. Frajzyngier (1975)) it might therefore be
necessary to alter the status of the notion of case relatienship. Semantic cases
as unanalyzable units could be given up in favor of representing themn as
consisting of twn or more components.” This opens the possibility to show
that certain semantic notions as for example directionality may be expressed
by case relationships in one language or language group and by lexical means
in another. )

The problems that arise in determining the number and the kinds of cases
can then be said to be empirical in nature, once: the primary generalization
basic to case grammar is sufficiently motivated, namely that predicators, such
as verbs, adjectives and certain nouns® can be intuitively seen as assigning
different semantic functions tu noun phrases that occur in specific syntactic
positions with respect to them (cf. Fillmore 1971b:249). Where one should

% Cf., for uxampie, Zueppritz (1975) who argues fur twenty doop case relationships
in German, among thein Distanco and Duration.

¢ For a discussion of the Gonerative Semantics approach sco, for cxample, Boas
(1976a).

? In Fillmore (1970), huwovor, decp casvs aro assumed to be unanelyzable. The
problom of semantic fuatures is alto dealt with in Fillmore (1971a), in Starosta (1974)
and in Nilsen {(1973) whu suts up foature analyses fur Agent, Experioncer, Iustrument and
Objoeet.

¢ In cumbining Chumsky's (1908) loxicalist hypouthesis with case grammar Stockwell
ot alin (1973) provide case frames for cortain nouns.

~
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stop in the attempt to classify and to specify these semantic relationships may
depend on the kind of language aud on one’s committnients to completeness

and explicitness of description.?

The third problent mentioned above relates to tie (stinet subjuect seleetion
possibilities of equivalent lexical items in different languages permitting the
same array of case relationships. Consider the following examples taken
from Zimmermann (1972). In {16) and (17) we have systematic correspon-
dences between English and German which correlate with case structure.

(16) __ 0(4) .0 20,4
heat heifl werden heil machen
grow wachsen’ anbaucn
move sich drehen drehen (Zimmermann 1972:
173)
(17) = O () (nHo 0OMA
open aufgehen, aufmachen, 6itnen
sich 6ffnen (Zimmermaun 1972:174)

(18) through (25) demonstrate that if it is impossible in German to subjecti-
’ valize the same NP as in English this NP shows up as a prepusition in German. 10

(18) Cancer kills many people.
An Krebs sterben viele Leute.
Krebs bringt viele Leute um. (Zimmermann 1972:175) -
(19) 8 100 buys you a nice vacation.
Fiir 100 $ kinnen sic sich einen schinen Urlaub machen.
(20) The German-Polish treaty beginus a new era.
it dem deutsch-polnischen Vertrag beginnt eine neue Ara.
Der deutsch-poluische Vertrag leitet eine neve -ra ein.
(Zimmermann 1972:176)
(21) ‘This book sells fast.
Dieses Buch verkauft sich schnell.
(22) This text reads well,
Dieser Text liest sich gut.
(28) The novel sold 100 000 copics.
Von dem Roman wurden 100 000 Exemplare verkaxuft.
(24) The car burst a tire.
An dem Wagen ist ein Reifen geplatal,
(25) The car lacks o tire.
} (dn) dem Wagen fehlt ein Reifen. (Zimmermuwan 1972:177)

? Compare, for cxample, Brekls (1969) who works with abous fifteon relutional

constants in his systom of gonerative sontonco semanties.
1 Cf. also Konig (1971).
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Foi the latter kinds of phenomena Rohdenbwg (1974) offers & wealth of
material. He denics however that a case gralumas framework cau be used for
his contiastive ir vestigations (1974.105) into what he calls “sekundéie Sub-
jektivierungen’. Sinec lis argumentation is bused on & number of misconvep-
tivns and misinterpretations about the aims and methuds of case grammar
and on an incomplete evidence a discussion of sume of his views may be in
order in these remarks.

If one comes across statements like “So ist beispiclsweise eine cmdeutige
Beantwortung der folgenden F.agen im Rahmen der Kasustlicutie nicht
moglich. a) Sind (102) b. und (102) c. gleiclibedeutend?™ (Rohdenburg 1974,
101) it is neeessary to point out that

(102) b. £ people were injured in that landslide.
c. 4 people were injured oy that landslide.

neither Chumskyan graminars of the Aspects type nor Fillinorian case gram-
mars were ever supposed to be evaluated un the busis of the discovery proce-
dures that might orroncously be thought to be assuciated with themn.1 It
canunot be the task of a linguistic theory and grammar to decide on questions
of paraphrasability, ambiguity, cte. Coase grammar iike any other generative
linguistic theory can only be expected to 1eflect and formalize the intuitions
of native speakers which is in fact une of the ciiteria for the deseriptive ade-
quacy of such grammars.

As an example for the kind of evidence Rolidenburg (1974.79) uses cousider
(26) and (27) where the b-versions falsify, according to Roldenb urg, Fillinore's

(26) n. Pal’s champion hunter jumped across the hedge.
b. Pat jumped her champion hunter across the kedge.
(27) . Doug’s sister slipped inlo the museuns through the back door.
b. Douy slipped his sister into the museum through the back door.

one-instance per clause principle by exhibiting tw Agents. That this objection
is untenable fullows from Tillmore's (1971b.248) embedding analysis of such
construetions based on the fact that there are paraphvases of the type (28)
which contain an explicit causative.?

With respeet to the data below (ef. (28)) Rohdenburg (1974 .92 - 93)
remarks that (28) b. makes one of the two interpretations of (28) a.

(28) . That trick sold us the horse.
b. That trick sold us the horse to Peter.
c. That trick sold us the horse for Mary.

M Seo, fur vxamply, Chivtnshy s (1965) stateinunts un discovay provodutes and tloar
atigque with respeet to the cutnputoneo-porforinance distinetion tn Bous {1975n).
1 Siunilar analyses of causatives are proposed in Kastovsky (1973).
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d. That trick sold us the horse to Peter for Mary.
. [Vith that trick, we sold the horse to Peter for Mary.

explicit and tries to identify the case role of us in (28) b. T'o Peter being & Goal
case and (28) c. and d. excluding us from Benefactive status he first proposes
to treat us as an Agent and then discards this possibility because it would
violate the subject selection rule which requires an Agent to become subject
in an active sentence.'® His question whether (28) d. and e. have the same
meaning he decides in the negative on the basis of his impression that (28) d.
unlike (28) b. and e. does not necessarily presuppose the active participation
of the indirect object us in the ‘commercial event’. ' He finishes the argument
with another question, namely whether (28) d. and e. should, in spite of their
difference in meaning, ‘be derived from the same decp structure (Rohden-
burg 1974: 93).15

Notice first that, as was pointed out above, the subject selection rule
certainly admits exceptions — Hutchins (1975:113) therefore speaks of Fill-
more’s rule of preference — and that the supposed difference in meaning, if it
exists at all, results from the indeterminateness of the abstract NP that trick
which is only superficially resolved in (28) e. It is still present in (29) and (30)
and can only be remedied by mentioning the

29) With {2 } trick, we sold the horse ...
their
Our .
(30) {Their trick sold -us.the horse ...
performer of the trick as in (31) and (32).
Our performing that trick
(31) Their performing thal trick sold us the horse ...
With our performance of that trick
B2) \ With their performance of that trick{ ¢ 2018 the horse .

13 It is only a minor point that two out of tho five claims of case grammar which
Rohdenburg (1974:72) takes groat pains to refute would have turned out to be no longer
upheld in this form by Fillmore if he had taken Fillmore’s vivws into consideration
expressed in the same paper from which he quotes soveral times, namoly hus view that
“‘certain predicators have thuir vwn loxically deter.nined subjoct chuices” (Fallmore 1971b:
247).

¥ This torm is used in Fillmoro (1975) which will be disoussed below.

!¢ Tt is boyond tho scopo of this paper to refute Rohdenburg’s attacks on thv para-
phrasability principle of gonorative transformational grammar which is intimatoly rela-
tod to the problem of deriving cortain constructions from the same deop structure. It
may suffice to point out that paraphrasability, ambiguity, otc. aro the lingustio cor-
relatos to the nativo speaker’s knowledge that something is tho case in his language. For
further discussion seo Boas (1975a).
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The following sentences further support our analysis of that trick as Instrument
and of us a@s Agent or Goal although it

(33) T'hat trick sold the horse for us.

(34) That trick sold the horse to us.

(36) That trick sold the horse to Peler for us.

(36) ?That trick sold the horse for us to Peter for Mary.
(37) *That trick sold to us the horse to Peter.

is difficult in (36) to separate in the for phrases the Goal or Benefactive reading
from the instead-of reading.

In other places one might have also wished that Rohdenburg’s urge to
refute case grammar would not have stopped him from looking for generali-
zations. Thus it would have been interesting to find out in how far the sen-
tence type represented by (38) - (41) owes its existence to the functioning of

. demonstratives

(38) So, that dissolves the metal with this funny-looking acid.

(39) So, that crosses the Alps with the snowmobile.

(40) That polishes the mirror in 30 seconds flat with brand x.

(41) That discovers the first vein of uranium with this Qeiger counter. (cf.
Rohdenburg 1974:75).

like ¢hat as the subject such that no other types of NPs occur in this position.
It seems that the high degree of semantic indeterminateness of such demon-
stratives which is due to their pragmatic character enables them to become
subjeot with almost sny verb because they could be derived from any kind
of underlying clausal structure which is appropriate in the pragmatic context
of the sentonce. The data presented above in connection with the interpreta-
tion of the abstract NP that trick are & first indication that such an analysis
may be on the right track.

Along similar lines the derivation of the subjects in such sentences as
(42) - (46) ke verbs of which Rohdenburg (1974:94) terms

(42) This Eouseboat sleeps eight adults or sizieen children,
(43) This recipe feeds eight adults or four children.

(44) This restaurant feeds four hundred people a day.
(46) These seeds will grow (you) one window box of herbs.

‘kapazititsbezeichnende Pridikate’ (1974.94) might proceed if oneis dissatis-
fied with the assumption of two different lexical entries for sucly verbs,!® an
assumaption whioh according to Rohdenburg (1974.95) would amount to an
abolition of case grammar.

% Justifications for assuming difforont entries for somantically related itoms are
givon in Stockwell ot al (1973:724 - 25).
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As far as a cuntrastive explanation of the above differences in subjectiva-
lization possibilities between English and German is concerned I would like
tv snggest the fullowing typological une. The low versus high degree of morpho- |
logical markedness of noun plirases in English and German respectively results
in & high versus low degree of ‘mobility” of NPs with respect to the grammati-
cal rclations associated with verbs. In addition this lack of morphological
markedness in English makes it difficult to distinguish between remnants of
unbedded clauses and basically simple NPs,?” a pheno.nenon which is in ac-
curdance with the observation that English as against German admits ‘chop-
ping transformations’, i.c. transformations that move constituents acruss
sentence boundaties without leaving a pronominal trace behind. In German
the morphological integrity of clauses prohibits such reordering transforina-
tions across sentence boundarics.

Tn concluding these remarks I would like to mention some of Fillmore's
(1975) most recent views un case grammar. Fillinore sees his deep case pro-
pusal as & contiibution to the theory of grammatical levels and grammatical
rclativns and “as offcring ut least part of the semantic valence deseriptions of
verbs and adjectives”™. '™ Tillmore (1975 :3). As a reaction to Anderson’s
(1971: 23) arguients for the caistence of deep structure subjects and objects
Fillmore concedes that a level of representation for these nuclear grammatical
relations must be1ccognized usscrting at the same time that a level of represen-
tation of case functivns is not spurious. He also recapitulates the problems
of deter mining the numnba and identity of cases. The solution he offers derives
frotn o pusition in semantic theory with which one could associate the slogan:
“Meanings are Relativized to Scenes™s (Fillmore 1975.2). He suggests that

ay vorb adentify g ang purticulu nspoct of the conmworeinl oveat will curstram
ws tu bring one or nwre of entities m the ovoud indo perspective, tho muufestetion
o thus Jiotes fur English bowg, the soloction of granunaticul funetions correspunding
to tho notions of deop strueture subjoct und direct vbjeet (Fillmore 1975:29).

¥V Furtlur arguments for the rddovanes of morphulogical marking in oxplaunang
sy tachie difforeres botw con English and Gorman are prosonted in Buas (19756 and b).

¥ Emons (1974) tries to deseribe Eaglish vorbs i tering of syntactic valonees and
cnticuas Filliwore fur obscurig ' tho vanous sonses i whieh it 18 pussible to spuah of |
vptional cunstituents i a suntonec™, (Fillmore 1976.11, cf. Emons 197447 - 51). Fillnwre |
(19756.12) conunnts on thes as folluws, "'my intention was that all of tho various sunses ‘
of uptiviality could bu uervunted for by the fact thut the systemn I propused had case |
Jrarres indienting the case nutons concoptually presont s sontonew, cage frame fo itares,
mbicuting wase notions that could bo combined m construction with a givon lexieal
it wnd deletion transformations. by whuch, under varivus conditiuis & given consti-
tuenit could bo, ur maybe had to be, absent from the surface structure™, It would bo -
torostuyg tu mvestigute whothor the surface ortented syntactie valenco approach cun bo
contbinetd with Fillimors™s somantic valneo theory i an vxplanatorily adeguate way.
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This is evidenced by the verbs sell, spend, pay and cost which reguire different
entities to be brought into perspective in different situations. Fillmore (1975.
30) summarizes his mgdified approach in the following way:

“The new question for the thoory of cases is this: What do we need to know about
the various participant roles in & situation in ordor tv know which of these roles or
which ccmbinations of thomn can be put into porspective, and, fur thuse which have
been put into perspective, which ig to become the subjoct and which is tu bucome
tho direot object?”.

Although the reintroduction of the deep grammatical relationships of subject
and object constitutes a revision of the Standard Theory, the Extended or
Revised Standard Theory, as it were, still preserves its most important fea-
ture, namely its primary generalization that deep semantic cuse structure
descriptions of words and sentences offer & level of linguistic urganization at
which universal properties of lexical and clause structure are to be found.
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ARE EXCLUSIVELY ATTRIBUTIVE ADJECTIVES
“TRANSPOSITIONAL"? =

SOME COMMENTS ON THE NATURE OF LEXICAL RULES
AS OPPOSED TO SYNTACTIC TRANSFORMATIONS

Barsara FEDOROWIOZ-BAOZ

The Jagellonian University of Cracow

Standard derivation of attributive adjectives from predicative relative
clauses first proposed in (Chomsky 1957) and later developed by Smith (1961;
1964) has been put into question only recently (see e.g. Levi 1973; Baker
1973; Berman 1974). Earlier voices of the few opponents of this derivation
(notably Winter 1965; Bolinger 1967) have apparently had little effect on the
popular opinion among TG linguists since Chomskyan analysis of attributive
adjectives has remained unaffected for nearly two decades and by many
linguists is stili recognized as the only valid description (for relevant state-
ments see e. g. Sussex 1973:111; Kaluza 1975:76).

Counterevidence to the accepted analysis pointed out as early as 1965
(Winter) has been either ignored altogether or considered in terms of recog-
nized exceptions which can easily bo accounted for in & TG by means of a set
of appropriate adjectivizing transformetions deriving adjectives in question
from sentential sources other than predicative réldtive clauses. This opinion
concerned mainly two large groups of attributive adjectives for which no un-
derlying N-be-Adj. structures could be proposed, namely: deadverbial and
denominal adjectives It was tacitly assumed, though never really worked
out in detail in terms of concrete lists of underlying structures and sets of
appropriate transformations (see Berman 1974:145) that exclusively attri-
butive deadverbial and denominal adjectives derive from underlying senten-
ces with relevant adverbs and nouns, respectively, and thus, they were dis- l

l

regarded by generative grammarians as easy and uninteresting cases which
did not constitute any danger to the fundamentals of the Standard Theory
as they could be accounted for within the limits of the transformational
grammar, provided appropriate transformations were postulated. The view

3 Papers and Studies...

ERIC 32

IToxt Provided by ERI




34 Barbara Fodorowicz-Bacz

that denominal and deadverbial adjcctives are derived from underlying sen-
tences has probably led some transformational grammarians to adopting the
name ‘transpositional adjectives’ as a cover term used in reference to all
adjectives that do not have predicative counterparts.

The view implying a syntactic origin to morphologically derived adjectives
is by no mecans an invention of generative grammarians, for alrcady Jesper-
sen (1931) suggested tlat deadverbial adjectives came from sentences with
adverbs (see Jespersen’s analysis of ‘shifted subjunct adjuncts’ in MEG. IT:
285 ff.). Marchand (1960) used the epithet ‘transpositional® (i.e. syntactic) to
describe adjectives in NP’s which were mere renderings of grammatical rela-
tions transposed from their underlying sentences (sce also Marchand 1966).
In Marchand’s (1966:133) opinion AQj-N phrases are nothing more than
“morphologic combinations which go back to ultimate kernel sentences”
and “a morplologic syntagma is nothing but an cxplicit syntagina — the
sentence”. A similar analysis of Polish derived adjectives has been proposed
by Doroszewski, known among polonists as his conception of syntactic inter-
pretation of lexicology (*‘skladniowa interpretacja slowotwérstwa”) (Doro-
szewski 1952:282); examples of syntactic interpretation of Polish derived
adjectives can also be found in Bartnicka (1961:212 - 219).

In this paper the assumption that exclusively attributive adjectives derive
transformationally will be put to question on the basis of cross-linguistic
evidence froin English and Polish. It will be tentatively suggested that in the
semantic component these adjectives are present in NP's in their attributive
position and function, arguments in support of this proposal being foundcd
on the observed similarity in gencral characteristics between processes res-
ponsible for their putative derivation and lexical rules of word-formation.

An attempt at a transformational account of exclusively attributive
adjectives along the lines of syntactic interpretation involves two main
tasks: first, one has to see whether it is pussible to pustulate uniform deep struc-
ture sources for NP's containing attributive adjectives 1clated to adverbs or
nouns, and second, the exact process of changing adverbs and nouns into
attributive adjectives needs to be wor) .3 out which means formulating rele-
vant transformational rules and specifying conditions under whick they may
apply. There appear to be major problems with accomplishing the first task as
attributive adjectives apparently come from Lighly versified sources depend-
ing not only on the given adjective but also un the kind of noun this adjective
modifies in an NP. What is more, among exclusively attributive adjectives
cne can find greups of items for which no sentence sources at all can be pro-
poscd, and which are neither denuminal nor deadverbial. The term ‘transpusi-
tional adjectives’ applied to these items implies a gruss oversimplification
since, by definition, they Lave no corresponding "N+ be- Adj’ predications.

By way of example onc type of such nonpredicate adjectives will be men-
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tioned here. namely, adjectives which from the point of view of their semantic
function can be described as ‘intensifying’.

Intensifying adjectives belong to the class of adjectives that appear only
in attributive position functioning, in sume undefined semantic sense, as
intensifiers of the nouns they modify. The type is encountered both in English
and Polish and in both languages these ‘intensifying” adjectives tend to have
negative connotation,® cf.,

(1) He is just a bloody fool (*a fool who is bloody)
I can’t open the blasted door (*the door is blasted)
Don't talk to the stupid/blithering idiot (*the idiot is blithering)
He is a lowdown cheat (*& cheat who is lowdown)
(2) a. On jest po prostu skosczonym idiotq (*idiota, ktéry jest skonczony)
b. Nie moge otworzyé (vych) przekletych drzwi (*drzwi, ktére sa prze-
klete)
c. Bylem ostatnim glupcem, gdy sig z toba zenilem (*glupice, ktéry jest
ostatni; *ostatnio glupi)
d. Tak wécieklego cymbale dawno nie widzialam (*cymbal, ktdry jest
wicickly)
Tt is very difficult, if not impossible, to find any psraphrases for Adj-N phrases
underlined in (1) and (2). Thus, proposing ary sentential sources to account
for these NP's transformationally would be a highly artificial and totally
unmotivated undertaking, not to speak of the apparent impossibility of a
uniform transformational handling of these examples.

Berman (1974.145) observes that attributive adjectives that scem to be
rlated to adverbs constitute the largest group of exceptions to the standard
analysis of attributive adjectives. In this paper I shall discuss only some
aspects of putative transformational devations of exclusively attributive de-
adverbial adjectives modifying miscellancous nouns.

Deadverbial adjectives found in NP’s such as those in (3) appear to be
related to adverbs occurring in predicative constructions such as those in (4)
frum which they might be considered to be derived. Morphological structure
of the head-nouns in (3) does not secm to matter in the task of establishing
the relationship between the adjectives of NP’s in (3) and their cognate
adverbs occurring in the underlying structures of (4), cf.,

(3) a. a potential murderer (*a murderer who is potential)
b. an absolute idiot (*an idiot who is absolute)
c. areal danger (*a danger which is real)

t Dr Kaznowsk: has pounded out to mo an oxamplo of tho English NP obviously
bolonging tu the group under consdoration, in which tho intensifying adjective has
positivo unplication, cf., He is a fantastic sport (*a sport who is fantastic).
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. & true friend (*a friend who is true) !
. & definite improvement (*an improvement, which is definite)
. He is, potentially, a murderer
. He is, absolutely, an idiot
It is, really, a danger
. That is, truly, a friend
e. That is, definitely, an improvement
Considering Polish translational equivalents of the NP’s in (3) it is possikle
to distinguish a corresponding group of Polish attributive adjectives related
to adverbs ocourring in predicative structures corresponding to the English
predicative structures of (4), cf. '

(4)

pLo TP O £

(8) a. potencjalny morderca (*morderca, ktéry jest potencjalny)

b. absolutny idiota (*idiota, ktéry jest absolutny)

o. autentyczne niebezpieczeristwo (*niebezpieczeristwo, ktére jest au-

tentyczne)

. prawdziwy przyjaciel (**przyjaciel, ktéry jest prawdziwy)
zdecydowana poprawa (**poprawa, ktéra jest zdecydowana)
To potencjalnie Jjest morderca — On, potencjalnie, jest mordercy
- To absolutnie jest idiota — On, absolutnie, jest idiotg
{ realnie

rzeczywiscie

[+

(6)

o'P o

} Jjest niebezpieczeristwo — To jest rzeczywiscie

nisbezpieozenstwo.
d. To, naprawde, jest przyjaciel — On naprawde jest przyjacielem
e. To zdecydowanie jest poprawa.

It can be noticed that adverbs in the Polish examples of (6) do not pattern
congistently. It seems to me that they sound better when placed before the
copula by¢ if that copula is stressed. I have placed commas around some of the
adverbs in (6) but many seem equally possible without commas though cer-
tainly, intonation (which is marked here by the commas) is a significant factor
often determining the acceptability of these sentences. How it works and in
what way exactly it influences the meaning of these sentences are questions
that will not even be speculated about in this paper. For the contrastive
purposes of this study it should be pointed out, however, that whereas English
adjectives of the group under disoussion are invariably exclusively attri-
butive, seme of their Polish equivalents can be used in predicative position
(of. examples 6d, 5e). Another contrastive observation hinges on the question
of lexical productivity in the two languages as exemplified by differences in
the number of adjectives created from adverbs present in the equivalent
urderlying structures of English and Polish. English examples in (7) cannot
be rendered by congruent NP’s in Polish although their underlying struc-
tures, given in (8) arc congruent in both languages, of.,
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(7) a. aprobable murder — *prawdopodobne morderstwo (but: morderstwo
jest prawdopodobne)
b. the precise service it renders — *dokladne uslugi jakie wybwiadcza
¢. o possible { athlete } _ {*przypu.s%czalny}{ aileta }
murderer *mozliwy morderca
*widoczny
d. an apparent counterexample — {oczywisty} kontrprzyklad
pozorny
* ewentualny
*ostateczny
* aktualny
f. his actual address — jego {faktyczny
rzeczywisty
g. the exact physical characteristics he had divined (Jespersen 1931)
— * dokladna taka charakterystyks fizyczna jaks przewidziat.
{8) a. It was, probably, a murder -- Prawdopodobnic byio to morderstwo
b. This is, precisely, the service it renders — To sa, dokladnie uslugi
jakie wySwiadeza

¢. He is, possibly, {an athlete } _ {Przypuszcznlme jest on

a& murderer Mozliwe, ze
atlety
mordercy

widocznie
wyraZnie | kontr-
oczywiscie [ przyklad
pozornie
e. He has eventually become a husband — Ostatecznic zostal mezem
faktycznic ] . I
* aktualnio {* 1°6¢ %
g 'T'his is exactly the physical characteristies he has devined — Jest to
dokladnie taka charakterystyka fizyczna, jake przewidzial.
Special constraints seem to be blocking Adj. Preposing in the Polish examples
of 7a and 7b but I am unable to specify their nature at present. It seems that
they depend on some lexical properties of nouns morderstico and uslugt in
Polish since adjectives prawdopodobny and dokladny can freely be used in at-
tributive position when modifying other nouns, e.g. prawdopodobne zakosiczenie/
rozwigzanie, dokladne sprawozdanie/plany, ete. Examples 7o, 7f would provide
useful material for the practieal pedagogical English-Polish grammar since
they are instances of what Lado (1957:83) calls ‘deceptive eognates’, i.e. lexi-
cal items which are similar in form (and probably the urigin, too) but differ
in meaning in twe languages thus being a frequent source of language errors in
foreign language learning. Eventual and actual in 7e and 7f must not be ren-

e. an eventual husband — { } malzonek

adres

d. It is, apparently, a counterexample — Jest to

f. This is, actually, his address — Jest to
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dered by the formally ‘cquivalent’ Polish adjectives ewentualny and aktvalny
which have & different meaning in the lexicon of Polish. Adjectives possible
and apparent from the Englishexamples 5¢ and 5d cannot be tianslated by
means of what arc thein literal eyuivalents in Polish, namely, adjectives moiliwy
and widoczny since the covceurrence of these adjectives with nouns in Polish
seems to be restricted to [ — human] nouns in the former case, c.g. moiliwe
wyjeic 2 sytuacji, (inne) moiliwe rozwiqzanic (But. cu za niemoiliwa dzicwezyna'),
and [ 4 concrete] nouns, in the latter case, cf. widoczne plamna. Since the mean-
ing of the adjuctive widoczny in Polish is not quite the same as the meaning of
the adverb widocznic, which undoubtedly is eyuivalent to apparently in English,
the fact that it dues not occur attributively in(7d)eanbe explained if we as-
sumne that widocznie (in the sense of apparently) dues not have a cognate adjec-
tive in Polish. Synuny mous adjectives oczywisty and pozorny can be used as an
equivalent of apparent in (7d), just as przypussczalny may substitute moiliwy
in some cases of attribution to [ { huinan] nouns (see the possibilities in 7c,
7d). In the case of the Polish examples in (7f) and (7g) Adverb-to-Adj change
dues not apply at all because a pussible cognate adjective ostateczny cannot mod-
ify [+human] nouns in Polish (cf. ostateczne slowo, ostateczny sqd but *osta-
teczny czlowiek) in the first case (sce 7f) and because it would change the mean-
ing of the cemparative construction involved in the modification of the noun
charakterystyka in the second case (example 7g). In English, Adv-to-Adj
transformation is apparently pussible in stiuctures of comparison but in Polish
it seems to be blocked under such conditions.

Betman (1974.149) makes an interesting observation concerning English
deadverbial adjectives of the type discussed here. Namely, she notices that
wlicreas NP's such as thuse in () ean vecur at various places in a senience thoir
underlying adverbs are westiicted to predicative pusition. Cunsider examples
given in (9) and (10),

(9) &. He made a real contribution
b. Yon must come up with ¢ definite alternative
. It is necessary to keep ahead of potential rivals (Berman 1974:149)
d. He gave me the exact reason for your absence
e. I don’t know his actual housewife
(10) a. * He made, really, a contribution — He really made a contribution
b. * You must come up with, definitely, an alternative # Yon must
Aefinitely come up with an alternative
.o ¥ It's necessary to keep aliend of, potentially, rivals # * It's neces-
sary to, potentially, keep ahead of rivals
d. * He gave me, exactly, the reason of your absenee # ?He cxactly
gave me the reason of your absence
e. * Tdon't know, actually, his honsewife # I don’t actually kno“ his
housewife
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If the adverbs in question were placed near the inain verbs of the sentencps in
(10) these sentences might become grammatical in soine cases but their meaning
would differ from the meaning of the relevant cxamples in (9) as they would
modify the verbs instead of the nouns in question. It seems that the only pos-
sible sources of the underlined NP’s in (9) would be something like,

(11) a. what was, really, a contribution
b. what is, definitely, an alternative
¢. those, who are, potentially, rivals
d. what was, exactly, the reason
e. one who actually is his housewife

The same observation applies tu the Polish NP's containing deadverbial adjec-
tives of the type under discussion. Their underlying adverbs in the putative
source sentence are restricted tu predicative position. Object NP's of (12) are
svimantically different from the constructions with adverbs givenin (13). The
underlined NP's from (12) seem to have been derived from the relative clauses
suggested in (14).
(12) a. Nic bedziemy uwzgledniaé oczywistych pomylek
b. Nalezy podjaé konkretng decyzje
¢. Nie znam jego faktycznego nazwiska
d. Liczymy na pewny eukces
(13) a. Nie bedziemy, oczywiécie, uwzgledniaé pomyleh # * Nie bedziemy
wwzgledniaé, oczy wicie, pomylek
b. Nalezy konkretnie podjaé decyzje #
* Nulozy podjaé, konkretnie, deoyzje
¢. Faktycznie nie znam jego nazwisks #
* Nie znam jego, faktycznie, nazwiska
d. Na pewno liczymy na sukees #
? Liczymy na sukces na pewno
(14) a. to, co oczywidcie jest pomylka
b. co$, co konkretnic (juz) bedzie decyzja
c. to, co faktycznie jest jego nazwiskiem
d. co$, co na pewno bedzie sukcesem
The observation that adverbs underlying certain attributive adjectives are
westricted to predicative pusition in the underlying sentences seems to point
out an important wnsight concerning the nature of exclusively attributive
adjectives related to adverbs. An attempt at formulating it in termns of a s:gm
ficant generalization prior to a putative transtormational rule, however, gives
rise to a whole serics of problems.
First of all, in English as well as in Polish itis not the case that sentences
with adverbs such as those in (4) and (6) mnust have ‘corresponding’ Adj-N
constructions. E.g. adverbs in the predicative sentences of (15) are norpholo-
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gically related to the relevant adjectives in (16) but they cannot be treated as
their underlying sources, because of the obvious differences in meaning be-
tween (15) and (16), cf.

(15) a. That is, basically, a mistake; Zasadniczo, jest to blgd
b. It was, definitely, a mun; To, stanowezo, byl czlowiek
(16) a. That is a basic mistake; Jest to zasadniczy biad
b. It was a definite man; To byl stanowezy czlowiek

Secondly, the constraints on Adverb-to-Adj shift depend both un the adverb
involved and on the noun to be modified, cf.,

(17) a. truly an improvement # * a true improvement
b. truly & friend = a trus friend
c. definitely an improvement = a definite improvement
d. definitely a friend # * a definite friend
(18) a. naprawde poprawa # ? * prawdziwa poprawa
b. naprawde przyjaciel = prawdziwy przyjaciel
¢. zdeeydowanie poprawa = zdecydowana poprawa
d. zdecydowanie przyjaciel # *zdecydowany przyjaciel
Thirdly, there are examples of NP’s containing deadverbial adjectives whivh are
not related to constructions with corresponding adverbs in predicative posi-
tion but appear to come from sentences with higher adverbs, i.e. from sentences
in which the eorresponding adverbs modify deleted declarative verbs implied
by the performative analysis. Underlined NP’s in the Polish examples of (19)
seem semantically related to the sentences in (20) rather than to the predicative
examples of (21), cf,,

(19) a. Przecietny Polak chodzi do teatru dwa razy w roku.
b. Co trzeci stalystyczny obywatel posiada telewizor.
(20) a Przecigtnie (rzecz ujmujac), Polak ehodzi do teatru dwa razy wroku
b. Statystycznie (rzecz ujmujac/patrzac) co trzeei ubywatel posiada
telewizor.
(21) a. * Polak, ktéry jest przecigtny
* Ten, kto przeeigtnie jest Polakiem
b. Co trzeci obywatel, ktéry jest statystyezny
? *Ten, kto/ktdry statystycznie jest co trzecim obywatelem
Fourthly, even the generalization concerning the impossibility of placing ad-
verbsunderlying deadverbial attributive adjectives in positicns other than the
one after the copula be is not withont exceptions. E.g. The Polish object NP in
(22) seems to me to be more related to the construction in (23) with the corres-
ponding adverh modifying the main verb rather than to the putative source
gentences in (24) with this adverb in predicative position, cf.,
(22) Widaé wyraing poprawe
(25) Wyraznie widaé¢ poprawe
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(24) a. ? Widaé :::é co wyraznie jest poprawa

b. Widaé, ze wyraZnie jes: poprawa

Considering the numerous problems posed by the idiosyncrasies «f the data
examined here it might be concluded that postulating a syntactic description
of attributive deadverbial adjectives in terms of a set of Adv-to-Adj transfor-
mations would be an extremely difficult and uncconomical undertaking siuve
the number cf constraints required for such rules, assuming that thoy can be
formulated, seems to vutweigh the valuc of possible gencralizatiuns these rules
might eapture.

XN¥'s containing deadverbial adjectives can be classified into many types
from the point of view of the kind of noun these adjectives are used to mudity,
and various other aspects of these adjectiyes could still be cunsidered contiasti-
vely. Yet, an examination of relevant examples invariably points out one fuct.
that there are no uniform sentence svurces for these adjectives as exceptions to
the suggested generalizations can be found in the case of nearly every ty pe.
The same conclusion applies to English and Polish denominal adjectives in
NP’s which have often been described as having sentential origin (for discus-
sion sec Lees 1960; Fedorowicz-Bacz 1974). As can be easily noticed it is not the
case that simple sentences containing nouns in various functions are convert-
ible into relevant Adj-N constructicus evon if corresponding denuminal adjec-
tives are available in the lexicons of English or Polish. E.g. although we have
they study medicine +»medical students ov the sun gives energy—solar encrgy
in English and delegaci sg z Warszawy -delegaci warszawscy or film pokazuje
historig - film historycany in Polish, we do not have e.g. they hope for promotion+»
* promotional hopes, they study history+* hislorical students nor praca dofyezy
uniwersytetu (opisuje go}+ * praca uniwersylecka or oni sluiq ojczyinie+
* sluzba ojczyéniana, ete. Besides, it i entirely unpredictable what suffix o given
noun converted intu a surface adjective will take, not even whether it will con-
vert into an adjective at all.®

It scems that a theory deriving Adj N collocations from underlying sen-
tential (or phrasal) soprees will have to be provided with a special filtering
device to check all combinativns produced by appropriate transformatioual

* Tho follow ing quutatiun from Bolingor (1967.31) illustrates tho pumt quito olvarly .
*There sooms to bo 1o good reason, fur oxample, why Civil War had noun 4+ noun Union
Forces un ono side and adj { noum Confederate Forces un tho uther, or any roason bessdes
specch levol why o man with a tin hat usvs cunstruction materials whilo uno with « cap
and guwn uses instructivial materiuls  word furtuation is a transfurmatsunal wldvriess.
Wo muy say a medical man for ‘s ductor’ but Lot *a dental man nor *a surgical man
for ‘a dentist’ and “a surgoun’. Wo koup a dental uppointment and a medical appointment
with & dontist and o ductur, but not an® electrical appointment with an olvetiivian. Thuro
aro legal minds in the lan but not *botanical minds among botanists™,

IToxt Provided by ERI

40




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

42 Barbara Fedorowicz-Bacz

processes against the list of Adj-N collocations really found in a given language
in order to filter out comnbinations that are not used. In terms of the TG the-
ory a filtering device so conceived would mean a specification of a number of
appropriate conditions on either the surface Adj N collocativns, similar to Perl-
mutter's (1971) surface structure constraints or on particular adjectivizing
transformations (as conditions on transfornations - see e.g. Chomsky 1971).
Since an iventory of Adj-N combinations acceptable in a given language will
be needed in any case, and it cannot be supplied without consulting the inven-
tory of Adj-N expressions in the vocabulary of a competent language user,
introducing a eomplieated theoretical apparatus in order to aceount for relevant
XP’s seems a fairly uneconomical undertaking. A derivation of Adj-N phrases
restricted by the aceeptability constraints applicable only on the surface and
conditioned pragmatically by the actual appearance of relevant Adj-N com-
binations in the language strikingly resembles conditions characterizing lexical
processes of word-formation in that the products of both have to be checked
against a list of existent items. In w ord-formation processes such ¢.g. compound-
ing, a lexical derivation from underlying sentential sources has been generally
accepted (sec e.g. Lees 1960, also Nowakowski 1974) and it was assumed that
all results of the derivational procedures applied there would have to be checked
against the list of actual compounds given in the lexicon.

Morphological idivsyncrasies and the lack of uniform deep structure sour-
ces, as well as the necessity of involving a complieated theoretical apparatus
that would still have to rely on the information provided by the vocabulary
of & competent user of a language cast serious doubts on the assumption con-
cerning transformational derivation of exclusively attributive adjectives.
Similarity of conditions characterizing derivation of Adj-N phrases and some
proesses of word formation (e.g. compounding) suggests that the analysis
of relevant Adj-N phrases might be considered as a lexical process. In order
to determine the character of derivations responsible for NP's containing ex-
cusively attributive adjectives a clear-cut differentiation between syntactie
(i transfornational) and lexical proeesses has to be established and a general
cliai acteristics of lexical rules as opposed to the syntactic ones nceds to be
given. The status of lexical rules is not yet established as no complete theory
of the lexicon exists in the transformational grammar at present.?

? Not much has boen writton un the natues of the transformationsl grammar loxi-
vale The most pronnnent pusttivng soom tu bo the two wurhs by Grabor (1985; 1967)
upatt flu Chousky (1970). Papurs and articles rolating tu the structure of the loxicon
have beon mustly concvrnnd wath the place of leaical unworton sn the TG mudel and the
decotuponential analysis of cortam loxical iterns (uamly vorbs)  seo v, g MeCawloy
(1968), Pustal (1972), Fldlinure (1968), Bulingor (1971} and the defirution of the term
‘rolated loxacal ontry®  Greon (1969), Bocker Muakkar (1969), McCawley (1908a). In-
depondent studies of luxis are conducted i Groat Britain with an extonsive appheation
uf the su-ealled “tochnique of collueation” - seo v g Halliday (1966) and Suelair (1966).
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Bolinger (1967) assumes the existence of two distinct types of transforma-
tions. ‘syntactical’ and lexical, which from the point of view of some essential
differences in then respective characteristics shiould be kept separate in a gram-
mar (see especially Bolinger's (1967} fuutnote 6 on page 7 where, among uthers,
he says. “Lexical transformations and syntactical transformations, I think
belong at different plaves in a grammar’). His statement of the differences be-
tween the two types of rules comes to observing that ‘lexical coinages’ (by
which he understands products of lexical transfurmations) are “tied to a time
and & place” unlike “free-flowing syntactical transformations that move as
smoothly in one direction as in the other”.

To illustrate the differences between “syntactical’ and lexieal transforma-
tiuns he juxtapuses the regular Passive transformation with the set of rules in-
volved in the derivation of English prenominal modifiers in -ing and -ed ap-
pearing in attributive pusition with o1 without object complements, producing
NP's such as. a slow walking man and a mortifying remark from the man walks
slow and the remark mortified John (1967.6 - 7) and observes that while any
new verb found in a Subject-Verb-Object structure can easily shift into Pas-
sive without any danger as to the acceptability of the 1esultant sentence (e.g.
They napulmed the village —+the village was napalmed), the great majority of
predications representing the ‘man-walks-slow’ ty pe “are not tiansposable to
attributive position” (ibid.) as shown in examples of (25) and (26):

(26) a. = the man walks slow—a slow-walking man
— the girl loves homec—a home-loving girl (with a possibility for
the predicative use, cf: the girl is home-
ioving)
— the child behaves badly »an ill-bchaved child (also: the child
is ill-behaved)
b. — the vision scared X —a scary vision*
— the remark flattened X —a flattening remark
— the experience shattered X —a shattering experience
(26) a. — The seerctary erases mistakes+* a mistake-crasing seerctary #
* the seerctary is mistake eras-
ing
— the wife wakes her husband+*a  husband-waking wife #
*the wife is husband waking

t Seary and deceptrve stand for scaring and deceiving hore. Svo Chomsky (1995:
277) m tlus contoxt. As vaamples ik (25b) show, however. Chomsky's gonoralization
that vorbs having tho syntactic foatures [ +[ + Abstract]... - ...[ + Animate]], i.0., verbs
allowing abstract subjocts and atumnate ubjocts, svutn i ariably o Tave un adjectival
uso, hag counterexamples. (Sov also Bolinger 1907:7).
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but: — the man hates women—a woman hating man #* the man is
woman hating
b. — the remark angered X++ * an angering remark

— the experience broke X--* a breaking experience
and: — the remark affected X+>an affecting remark (‘causing (perhaps

angered hira) pity”) )
(because of the different semantic features on the underlying Verb and the cor-
responding -ing participial adjective) (see Bolinger 1967:7). .
Corresponding rules that might be proposed in order to account for equivalent
NP’s in Pelish will also have the characterissics of lexical processes rather than
that of syntactic transformations proper since their outputs 1iké the outputs
of the relevant derivations in English will have to be checked against the list
of modifier-Noun ecolloeations actually encouniered in the language. cf.,

(27) a. — profesor nie cierpi kobiet —nie cierpigey kobiet profesor
— kolejka jezdzi wolno »wolno jezdzaca kolejke, (‘ciuchcia’)
— dziewesyna tariczy na linie- tanezaca na linie dziewezyna (“tan-
cerka na linie’)
— pomoc domowa dochodzi do pracy —»dochodzaca pomoc domo-
wa (‘dochodzgca’)
— uczeni dojezdzajacy do szkoly »dojezdzajacy uczer (‘dojezdza-
‘ jaey’)
b. — obraz przerazil X'a —przerazajacy obraz

— uwaga pochlebila X’owi — pochlebiajgca qu\ga (PO:LSIZ .bna)
— scena wzruszyla X’a —wzruszajaca seena
— cigzar przytlaczal X'a-przytlaczajacy cigzar
— przezycic zalamalo X'a—zalamujace przezycic
(28) &. — sckretarka wymazuje bledy+* wymazujgea bledy sckretarka
— zona budzi meza+* budzaca meza zona
— ma chodzi do kina++* ? chodzacy do kina mgz
— praca zadowolila recenzentéw-+* ? zadawalajaca praca
— uwaga rozzlodeila X’a—* rozzlaszezajaca uwaga
_ {p?\\'?clzenie} rozpu écﬂyX’aHr?zpuszczajqce pienigdze (powo-
pieniadze dzenie)

Structures given in sentences of (25) and (27) have corresponding NP’s which
may be described as produects of relevant adjectivizing rules yet sentences of
(26) and (28) do not coin lexical expressions of the Adj-N form Thus, adjecti-
vizing processes noted above cannot be described as syntactic transformations
since they do not produce grammatical results in all cases, the grammaticality
of their outputs being dependent on the existence of a relevant Adjective-N
collocation established in the given language.
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Kurylowicz (1969:27) observes that complicated lexical processes can be
analysed as processes implying transformations and that lexical processes
implying transforinations (similar to the typical syntactic T’s in that they
derive lexical items from underlying sentences) include mainly those in which a
change in the syntactic category of part of speech is observed. In his opinion
lexical transformations constitute the core of exicology and as instances of
lexical (i.e. semantic) transformations he quotes the following processes (with

(13 »

=" representing a syntactic T and “}” designating a lexical T);

(29) a. derivation of the Polish verb zielenié sig (to be green) from the
adjective zielony (green)

zielony ~ 1 jest zielony
zieleni sig

b. derivation of the Polish adjectives: zapickly, opuchly frem verbs
2apiec, opuchnqé, respectively:

zapiec— 1 zapieczony; opuchnqé - ! opuchnigty
zapiekly opuchly

¢. derivation of the Polish compound adjectives: modrooki, stwobrody
from relevant adj-N phrases:

modre oczy — 1 0 modrych gczach
modrooki

siwa broda -» | z siwg brodg
v siwobrody

In Gruber’s (1967) conception of translutional lexicon processes traditional-
ly referred to as morphological derivation and conversion are described in terms
of transformational rules of affixal and non-affixal word-extension, which, as
he demonstrates, belong to the lexicon (see Gruber (1967:115) for transforma-
tional derivation of some causative verbs in English). Gruber claims that word-
extension, whether productive or non-productive, affixal or non-affixal, should
be treated in the lexicon, not in the transformational component of the gran-
mar. In his conception, relevant substitutions and structural changes should
not be caused by means of rules ope. ting after items had been attached to the
derived tree, but should oceur in the course of the process of lexical attachment.
Lexical entries should have underlying categorical trees rather than unstructur-
ed feature matrices for lexical environment (1967:36, 37) and they should be
able to indicate how the uuderlying base tree can be restructured while becom-
ing a tree terminating in phonological matrices (1967:115).

Berman (1974:185) points out another property of lexical processes by

observing that “it is a well-recognized fact in diachronic linguistics that lexical

O
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items formed by even such productive rules as -er nominalization typically move
away from the generalized meaning of their ‘source’ to a more idiomatic, nar-
rower, meaning”. She quotes & Hungarian verb dltel, literally meaning: cause-
to-sit from 4il-(sit), actually used in the meaning of to plant (crops, trees ... etc.),
as an example of a derived verb wiose meaning is totally unrecoverable from
the meaning suggested by the morpinological structure. The equivalent Po-
lish verb. zasadzi¢ (posudzi¢) can elsu be quoted here as an instance of an out-
put of & word-extension transformation applied to siedzie¢ which has adopted &
narrow er meaning of plant (e.g. trecs, bushes, lettuce, etc.), if posadzié is analysed
as derived from s ..ie€ in appropriate structures. spowodowaé, zeby siedzialo
or spowodowaé, .. .edzi or spowodowad siedzenie by relevant causative trans-
formations. Varivus propertics distinguishing processeg discussed here as ‘lexi-
cal’ from the processes dusuibable in term of elassical transformations such as
the Passive T, indicate that a theory of lexicon specifying types and number of
lexical rules (transformations) is badly needed within the generative grammar.

A tentative list of features chaiacterizing lexical processes as different from

classical syntactic transformations can be formulated as follows:

(a) Syntactic rules (or syntactic transformations) describe syntactic processes
in the transformational component of the grammar whereas lexical rules
(or lexical transformations) describe proeesses in the lexieon (predominantly
word-formation processes), and thus belong properly to the lexicon.

(b) Syntactic tiansformations result in sentences whereas lexical transforma-
tions form lexical elements (words or phrases).

(c) Outputs of lexical rules have to be checked against a list of existing lexical
items. In other words, the ‘grtammaticality” of the output of a lexical rule
depends, in part, on the presence of & word or phrase that matches that
output in the lexicon.®

(d) Lexical transformations frequently involve a change of the syntactic part-
of-speech category of the items involved.

(e) There is no morphological regularity in icxical processes whereas outputs
of syntactie transformations that introduce new morphemes (e.g. Agree-
ment T, Passive T and others of the group called ‘cosmetic transforma-
tions’ by Krzeszowski (1974) are practically exceptionless.

(f) Outputs of word-fuimation rules have « tendency to grow (see the results
of productive affixal or non-affixal word-extention transformations) and
change (e.g. by narrowing the meaning) while outputs of syntactic trans-
formations do not change meanings that easily.

() While syntactio transformations operate in terme of recognized structural
relations such as Subject-of, Object-of, ete. (e.g. the formulation of Raising-
Tiansformation depends on the notion of grsmmatical subject) structural

% This point is miade quito offectively i Borman (1974:187).
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information of this type is largely irrelevant for lexical rules (e.g. nominal
compounds as well as A-N phrases containing denominal adjectives can
be analysed in terms of syntaco-semantic casc relations or in terms of
Gruber’s and Jackendoff’s thematic relations, not nceessarily in terms of
corresponding sentence struetures).

Since derivations proposed here for NP’s with exelusively attributive deno-
minal and deadverbial adjectives can be characterized in terms of the proper-
ties typical of lexieal rules, enumerated in points (b), (e), (d), (e), and (g) above,
they will have to be classified as lexical rather than syntactic (i.e. transforma-
tional) and in view of the cvidence presented the assumption that exelusively
attributive adjectives are derived transformationally (i.e. by postlexical trans-
formations) cannot be maintained.
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EPENTHESIS OR DELETION -- I COULD DO

Jogx W. DewEEs
Ohkto Univerzity, Athens, Ohio

This paper presents vome initial steps toward a minimal three way contrast
between British English, American English, and Polish. The purpose of the
conirast is to discover whether information emerges which might contribute
to the current debate in linguistic semantics. The central issue of the paper,
or at least the data on which the investigation is based is a feature of British
English reduced sentences not ocourring in American English or in Polish.
A brief exaniple if this feature can be illustrated by an exchange I recently
had with & British friend. We were discussing a toy she had gotten for Christ-
mas. “It is covered with fur”. she said. I asked, “Does it vibrate?” Her reply
was, “It might do”. The response in AmE would never include the do. The
operation of do support would not appear. It is just this additional do element
ocourring in some BrE reduced replies which interests me, and for & number of
reasons. First I have found it difficult to even describe the surface and deep
structure constraints on the item’s occurrence. Second, it is interesting to com-
Pare from the point of view of regular common English tag questions such as
the one following the juncture in this utterance: John went to the store, didn’t
he Here do ocours in both British and American English. Third, it has features
of snaphoric reference whick put it in the main stream of & olass of issues which
are important to the central theoretical approaches to linguistic semantics.

I will begin by giving some examples of tho structure I wm interested in.
The first set of sentences have been agreed to by three native speakers of Brit-
ish English. ‘

1. Will the sun shine more in January? It could do.

2. Will we all have to attend? We should do.

3. Will they go away if you don’t come? They might do.
4. open

5. Do you expect her to get married soon? She showld do.

4 Papers end Studies...
O

48




60 Jehn W. Dewoes
6. Do you intend to go to Warsaw tomorrow? I might do.
7. open

8. open
9. Would you do it if I asked you to? I might do.

All the responses to this minimally cuntrolled elicitation contained either
could, should, or might. I will not vouch for the selection of informants since
the population is so small. Nor can I defend my handling of the cross-dialectal
eliciting. At least one of my informants said after an elicitation session, “I ac-
cepted it because it was an Americanism”.

As you will notice, there are three holes in the pattern a could response
to a do question, 4; a could response to a would question, 7; and a should res-
ponse to a would question, 8. It i3 not clear whether these are actually unac-
ceptable sentences or if they are due to incomplete elicitation. Since this paper
will deal with khow do-sentcnces mean rather than what do-sentences mean,
I will spend little time discussing the signification. Let me say only that each
of the do responses has a conditional feeling about it to the speakers. They
would easily accept a following if-clause.

The following sentences were not agreed upon by all three speakers being
accepted by one or two but rejected outrlght by the remainder, or yielding
to a preferred alternative.

10. Have you ever visited that country?
*Yes, I have done.

11. Will we have a Christmas holiday?

We should do. We should have.
12. Will we know when the break will be?
We should do. We ought to.

13. Do you have to do it by Friday?
I should do.
14. Would you have shoes made here?
*I might do.
16. Are we going to have staff meeting this Friday?
We might do. We might be.
16. Should you clean your teeth once a day
*You should do.

Among these, 11 and 12 match the will[should pattern of 2, 13 matches
the dofshould pattern of 5, and 14 matches the would/might pattern of 9.
Further elicitation will reveal whether these contmdlctlons are inconsistencies
or areas of further interest.
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Only one response was universally rejected by this small universe of three
informants.
17. Are you thinking about getting another car?

*T should do.

I have no explanation for this e3 yet.
I can make a few generalizations about this type of elliptical structure in
BrE. There are no negatives in it. That is, there are none of the form.

18. Will you (or won’t you) go home? *I might not do.
The structure does not appear as a question.

19. T heard she was going to Arkansas with Groucho Marx.
Is it true that she might do?
20. *T should do, shouldn’t I?

The pattern appears to be excluded from the second person singular and
plural. It appears to be limited to could, might, and should among the models
and seldom used have +ed as Quirk suggests. Finally, there is always con-
trastive stress on the modal.

21. I should do. rather than
22, *I should do. or
23. *I should do.

Now let us look at do support structures in general and then at the most
widely accepted formulation of normal tag questions as represented by that
of Marina Burt (1971) and others. Then let us lock at some approximatior
of the constraints on the do reply in BrE. And finally let us see if the anaphorio
nature of this construction lends any support to either side of tho scinantics
debate.

First what is do support in common English? Most verbs in English require
the use of do in negation and in interrogation when there is no auxilary sup-
port. Others require only the basic verb form. For example,

24. I like tripe.
25. Do you like tripe?
26. I don’t (do net) like tripe.

With Auxilary support, the do is not possible.

27. I am eating tripe.
28. Are you eating tripe?
2. I'm (I am) not eating tripe.

It appears to be true that in those cases where an Aux is a necessary vehicle
for tense, number, person, negation, or question, and where no such Aux
exists, do appears to serve the function. The exception, of course, is the verb
to be. There is, for example,
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30. I am a Marx fan.

31. Are you a Marx fan?

32. You're (you are) not & Marx fan.

Do, however, can appear with be in emphatic imperatives as in,
33. Do be sensible.

T belicve have can appear without do support in BrE, though it s a marked
form in AmE.

34. Have you the money? Brl
35. Do you have the peanut butter? AmE

So this then is the nature of do support; an element that cmerges to serve
as a stem for a variety of inflections which in some construetions have no
Aux to attach to. In AmE, do, functioning in the support role (in contrast
to & main verb role) does not co-occur with the Aux. In BrE, it does in the
elliptic environments that are part of the focus of this paper. Incidentally,
this feature is interesting to students of language ncquisition, In the carly
language development, do support offers. o fairly stable mark of achievement
in children, )

Marina Burt (1971:19) gives the following formulation of tag questions
in common English.

Q NG TENSE V-Y
SD# { }-—- { J --(EMP)—-NP—{ J M
IMP) 1 o ¢ \TENSE] AUX (havo}-—x
be
S¢ 1 2 3 4 5 6
o
S¢C 1 2 3 4 5 6, 5{ } 4
1{NEG ) [4+-PRO]
Diagram 1
\
PRIES I\IIP AUX /V\P\
g 0 0 N TENSE v N
John PRES hit it

John:  PRES  hit it PRES NEG John
[+PRO]
Diagram. 2
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However, as a result of this transformation, tense/pres is strained. So the
output of this tag transformation mects the structural description of the do
support transformation.

SD X  PRES NEG & IE ormorogenerally

X AFRIX Y T,
1 2 3
SC 1 DO+2 3 That is,

X DO-PRES NEG HE
Condition; 1 #W--VERB

Diagram 3

The condition assures that the vatiable string which precedes the aflix cannot
cnd with & verb, which would have beun the case where the affix is not stranded.

Notice that this structure of the tag question is largely epenthetic if we
can borrow a term from phonology. The node Q is realized. is built up, out
of features in the main clause of the sentence, lagely because of the high
degree of variables that the tumplate sentunce may manifest. Constiaints on
matching these would be much more diflicult than the constraints which
Burt uses incopying them. And notice that « matohied sentence with deletion
would require an inclegant duplication of structures.

The next question is, what may the clliptical appearing BrIl structure
bhave in common with the epenthetic use of do in common l"nghbh’ Is the do
in this clliptical construction then simply a case of dv support? There appear
to be two environments in which it can appear, ncither fitting the structural
desceription for this do 1ule. One is aftur certain modals. In this envitonment
there is no affix to strand, and thus the structuial desaiption is not met.
"The other is with have as in 36.

36. He said T would not finish the book, but I have done.
Suntence 36 s not aceeptable to my infurmants though Quitk suggests sume:
thing quite like it. lere the structural deseription is met in
| havesten Y
N AFFIX Y
But notice that the construction
37. He said that 1 could not finish, but 1 have,

is possible with the same stress patterns.
The simplest formulation of the underlying structure is as follows
S S

NP, AUX VP, ADV =5 NP, MOD do

+PRO MOD 2 3
Diagram 4

|
‘




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

54 John W. Dowoos

where NP,, VP,, and ADV, arc coreferent with the subjeet NP, the Main
Clause VP, and the Main Clause ADV respectively. Derivations based on
extraposition or other operations are rejected as inelegant. A Buri-like deriva-
tion does not seem possible beeause of the diffcience between the bound and
free nature of these structures, though this may be open to vbjection.

In tags, the do has no more anaphotic reference than the may, will, have
or be of such tags since do is simply an cmpty morpheme serving only us sup-
port for an affix. It is not & proform in that ssme sense that do so is in

38. T wanted to cat and € did so.

Notice that in
30. I didn’t want to eat so 1 didn't do so.

A do emorges to carry the tense and nezative in the revular fashion.

Lenoring fn the tine boine the e sting constraints on these anteced-
ents, the do in the Bl ellintial constinction is thus a csult of deletion,
though cpnthetic, and has an suaphorie chaacta, unlile the do tag. My
investivation of do 5o struclanes s e~ det mceomphote, but initially shows
that there is intere ame apport fiom thom,

Now ktus ool at Tinga-tic - ot ad soe how the anaphorie chimacter
of this structore might eontribie to th debate in this feld,

The study of somantics usually deals with the formehzation of meaning
in language Meaning has be nosc impor tand to imzaistics for sueh a long time
that much of the Hueuistic voscad of the wost has attempted wo ignore
meaning. Of course it has not weaily beonznotod, Moaning has abways been
acknowledzed as the pupose and e sondce of all commumication. But as
Bloumficld (1833.73) wiites, “The study of lanzuage can be conducted with-
out special asswmpiions only su loug as we pay no attention to the meaning
of what is spuken”. This statement by wo means contiasts with the context
from which it is (aken. Languaue, cven in the most traditional model, is o
device which, in a vory complicated fashion, roates some kind of signification
to sound, (\\ nod tu beliwvioutists who would it aceep ¢ this idea of mcaning).
The tarlicst structwal raudels onplissized the issues that camie fiom the sur-
face sound rather than ncaning. For examply, in Traga and Smith’s (1966)
Outline of English structure, 80", of the book was devoted to phonology,
199, to something like morpholugy and word formation, and a scant 12, to
syntax. Nothing whatsoever was devoted to meaning.

But meaning has always been an importaut issue in linguisties. Bloum-
ficld's schoul, pethaps to Bloomfidkd's disiray , tended to vver play his decmpha-
sis of meaning, They did overything that they could to Leep micaning out of
language. Of course, it vrdered althougly it was not really casily acknowledged
by the neo Bloumtficldians as Chomsky (1957.94) puints out in Syntaclic
slructures. And it entered at & munber of quite critical points. One of these
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points is in the heart of structural linguistics, phonology. Only when two
utterances diffor in meaning can they be shown to be phonemically distinct

For Saussure, the linguistic sign united a concept and an acoustic image,
meaning and sound. It was the image, that he wasmost sucecessfulin describ-
ing. .

Even though Chomsky (1957.93) devoted considerable interest in Synteclic
structures to the issue of meaning, I feel that the emphasis there was clearly
illustrated by the following quotation. “It is important to recognize that by
attemnpting to deal with grammar and semantics and their points of connee
tion we need not alter the purely formal character of the theory of grammatical
structure itself . That is to say, Chomsky saw the goal of linguistics at that
time as the formalization of the study of syntax rather than the integration
of semantics into the total structure. He appears to have doubted any system-
atic connection between syntax and semantics (Partee 1971:6). So meaning,
up to the early mid 1060’s, was a secondary field of interest to linguists

It was not until Katz and Postal’s (1963) early formulation of a syntac-
tically motivated challange to & semantics frec grammar, and & more complete
formulation & year later by Katz and Fodor’s (1964) that issues of meaning
and semantics were emphasized. Quite simply, Katz and Postal claimed that
if & base component is to be the only source of input for & semantic compo-
nent, then the base component must have all that is necessary for semantie
interpretation. Parenthetically, at some point in the history of semantic theory
this presentation changed from an empirical hypothesis to a criterion for
judging the furmulation of transformations and lost much of its empirical
content In their formulation, then, nothing mnust change between the point
at whieh semantic interpretation is carried out and the phenological output
TPransformation, if the concept of an sutonomous syntax is to be mnaintained,
must not change meaning.

Let me briefly sketch the models that I am referring to. Initially in the
Syntactic structurcs model there was a base component consisting of a set
of phrase structure rules and lexieal insertion. The final operations of this
component producéd the familiar kernel sentences. Another component within
cortain constraints, combined kernels, made sentences negative or interroga-
tive, and generally patted them into shape for the plonological component
The semantic component, such as it was, interpreted roughly the base com-
ponent.

So the history of the development of formulations of linguistic semantics
is interesting, beginning with the formulation by Chomsky that meaning was
based on an interpretation of information contained in deep structure As it
was imtially formulated, the deep structure was a fairly ncbulous term and
evolved as the concepts of optional and obligatory transformations evolved
The concept was made more explicit by stating that it was at this point that

.54




56 John W. Dewoes

semantic interpretation took place. It is clearly circular to maintain that
semantic interpretation takes place at the point of deep structure and in
turn that deep structure is where semantic interpretation takes place. How-
ever this seems to have featured in some of the debates and has been pointed
out by McCawley (1967). The concept evolved, however, and has eventually
presented itself as a clearer target for debate. Chomsky, (1970) in his article
“Deep Structures, Surface Structures, and Semantics”, has written that
lexical insertion takes place before any of the transformations. This precycli-
cal, pretransformational point in the evolution of an utterance has been taken
as the limit of deep structure. )

But the chellanges were forthcoming long before such a clear target pre-
sented itself and the Kalz — Postal hypothesis had reached the status of a
necessary condition for transformations by the time such challanges began
to surface. One of the first challanges was that by Kuroda (1971). It was
based on the fact that certain words, for example, *even, alss, and only, seem
to be limited to one oceurrence per zeutence but could also oceur in a number
of positions within the sentence with differcnt meanngs. The next elegant,
the simplest way of handling these words appesared to be by introducing them
from & separate node and then placing them in their surface structure position
within the sentence. This interpretation, which was syntactically motivated,
contradicted the claim that transformations were meaning preserving. The
foree of a portion of this argument was weakened by evidence that more than
one such item can occur in the sentence. But the explanation of the semantic
scope of thewe words is still a goal. Other challanges were arising elsewhere.
Kuroda’s argument had set the style for a certain type, the variety that
assaulted the Katz-Postal hypothesis.

It is generally acknowledged that the one that succeeded deals with the
behavior of quantifiers. Roughly, the argument goes like this. For obliga-
tory rules, the question of meaning preservingness is vacuous. These rules
operate on abstract structures between which we cannot judge synonymity.
The question of whether the obligatory do support rules, for example, changes
meaning presuppodes that we can assign meaning to an abstract P marker
which fits the structural description for do support, but which has not undergone
it So it is only optional rules which are of intereit. If, then, an operation
does not appear to change meaning, and an independently motivated abstract
structure can be added to the deep structure, the rule can be freed from the
requirement of meaning preservingness. Katz and Postal did just this with
NEG and based their arguments on those of Klima (1964). What they overlook-
ed was an important violation of their argument. For Klima, the application
of the some-any suppletion rule was of‘ional in most of its environments. So

in the following examples, 40 is related to 41 by an optional transformation,
and 42 to 43.
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40. I didn’t have any of the bread.
41. I didn’t have some of the bread.
42, Some of the ideas were not mine.
43. Nore of the ideas were mine.

Thus Klima’s formulation would allow an optional rule that changed meaning
in violation of the Katz-Postal model. There has been a lively commentary

on the attempts to formulate a some-any rule. There has been no satisfactory
solution yet.

These are the sorts of argument. that led to the demise of the Katz-Postal
hypothesis. One could either retain the ides that transformations do Ppreserve
meaning and modify the concept of deep structure (largely the position of
generative semantics), or.one could abandon the disputed hypothesis and
retain the concept of deep structure {the interpretive zemeantics pusitivn).

Another type of argument to separate these two positions is that based
simply on economy. As it is formulated, the extended standard theory of
Chomsky, interpretative semanties, maintains that there must be two inter-
Pretative components. One of these interprets syntactically the primitives of
the base ecomponent. This is of course the transformational component. The
other is the one which interprets meaning, the semantic component. In this
formulation, then, there are two components interpreting the same structure.
One assault on the extended standard theory faults the lack of economy of a
system which requires two different, two distinetive, two equally unwieldy
interpretative components. The issue here is the autonomy of syntax. McCa-
wley argaes that if there is no principled boundary that can be drawn between
deep and surface structure then there is no necd for deep structure interpreta-
tion. The following are the characteristics that MeCawley (1971) outlines for
his rival grammar. In his model semantic featurcs have the same formal
nature as syntactic struetures. They are labelled trees whose non-terminal
node labels are the same set of labels that appear at the surface. He no longer
maintains notions of a set ¢f structures which separates syntax from semantics,
what Chomsky and his followers called deep structure. Neither does he support
the distinetion between transformations and the semantic interpretive rules.
These are given up in favor of a unified model which relates meaning and sound
* by intervening stages that are just as semantic as they arc syntactic. He bases
this conception partially on the claim that rules nceded to decide what a
grammatical sentence may mean are necessary to decide what is grammatical
in the first place. Grammar then is taken to generate a set of surface structures
somehow distinet from a set of decp struetuses by a sut of derivations .These
consist of a set of derivational constraints on what combinations may veeur

at the surface of language and how the different stages of the derivation may
differ from one another.

ERIC 56

IToxt Provided by ERI




58 John W. Dewoos

Another type of argument, which is perhaps a subset of the preceding one,
focuses on Chomsky’s claim that the boundary of the deep structure is the
operations of lexical insertivn which occur in a block. If it is possible to find
transformations which must apply before the lexical insertion, then it is pos-
sible to deny the existence of a principled boundary between deep and surface
structures. Without this boundary it is impossible to specify the domain of
the semantic interpretive rules. The unspecifiability shows the weakness of
this formulation, the necessity of abandoning it.

Pronominalization and anaphoric reference have features in these argu-
ment. It is this area that is interesting to the investigation of the do structure
of this paper and the anaphoric reference of this item in the elliptical replies
of BrE. My next steps in this investigation, steps which I have not taken
yet, will be to find if the anaphoric nature of this proform fits any of the now
classical assaults on the interpretive semantics position. For example, Postal
(1969) has argued that there are certain lexieal items resulting from lexical
transformations that are immune to inbound and outbound wanaphoric refer-
ence. These he calls anaphoric islands. Constraints on pronoun reference are
illustrated in the following two sentenees:

44. John’s parents are dead and mine are living.
45. John is an orphan and mine are living.

Such islands appear to exist for the proforms under investigation.

46. I couldn't fasten the boards together with glue, but I could do with tape.
47. T eouldn’t glue the boards together, but I could do with tape.

Backwards pronominalization, perhaps proformization, (a feature of the Bach-
Peters (1970) paradox) may follow some of the same constraints with this do
form. For examples see the following sentences:

48. The gorilla, indicated that he, was leaving.

19. e, indicated that the gorilla, was leaving.

50. After he, smiled, the gorilla, left.

On the other hand, perhaps because of the verbal nature of this proform, com-
parable examples with do are diffecult to find. The following are crmparable
to some extent:

1. If one must sit down, I would do.
2. I would do if one must sit down.
3. If one must do, I would sit down.

St &t &

But notice that these last two meet the requirements of eommand for back-

ward pronominalization.
Bach and Peters, on the basis ot these features of anaphoric reference dis-
covered sentences that violated at least one of three syntaetically mnotivated
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constraints on transformations. The following is an exaraple of o Bach-Peters
sentence:

" 4. (the child who was eating it,), liked (the lody she, had),

In such a sentence, the anaphoric reference crusses and the usual analysis
would be infinitely recursive, violating the premise that derivations must be
finite in length. I have been unable to find the essential enducentric cossing
with the do structure. The following examples, which at first appear to haveit,
do not. Nor am I certain that they would be accepted by BrE of the do struc-
ture.

55. When I asked him, (to dance),, John, said he, might do,.
56. When I asked if (he, would be hit by the tree), (John, who thought it
might do,), left.

Other featuves remain to be investigated as well. How do these structures
relate to gapping? On the model of sume researchers’ analysis, where do the
operations involved in such & structure occur in relation to lexical insertion?
I hope that further study will allow mie to answer these questious.
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A CONTRASTIVE DESCRIPTION OF DEIXIS
IN DANISH AND ENGLISH

CrAvus FArrcm

Unsversily of Copsnhagen

On what principles should a contrastive analysis of two languages be based??
‘This is the all-important question which forces itsef upon anyone who intends
to engage in contrastive linguistics. 2 The present article is based on the assump-
tion that communicative rather than mjuistic competence should be focal in.
contrastive linguistics. This approach is illustrated by an investigation of cer-
tain problems related to nominal deictic expressions in Danish and English.

I

As a point of departure, let us go back 40 years to Leonard Bloomfield,
who is often mentioned as the founder of American structuralism. As American
structuralism is characterized by a lack of interest in semantics it would be
natural to ascribe this lack of interest in semantics to Bloomfield. This, how-
ever, would be wrong. Bloomfield did not mean that semantics is uninteresting
or peripheral but that semantics is bewildering and alien to systematic em pir-
ical investigation. For this reason, he proposed that a linguistic description
should begin with those structures that are most readily measurable — phono-
logical structures — and gradually proceed ‘downwards’ towards semantic
‘siructures.

The situation today is analogous. We are becoming more and more unhappy
about desoriptions of la langue because we realize that for a learner of a foreign

! A preliminary version of this paper was distributed and disoussed in connec-
tion with the 10th International Conference on English —Polish Contrastive Analysis,
Lubostronie, 20-28 April, 1976.

* A Danish-English project in error analysis, interlanguage studies, and contrastive
linguistics was initiated at the Departmont of English, Copenhagen University in 1976

O

60




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

82 Claus Faorch

language it is alnost equally important to know ‘how to say something in a
given contcat” as to know ‘huw to say anything anytime” — what a learner
of a furcign language needs is the ability to produce adeyuate paroles, a com-
municative competence, not simply a competence of la langue, a Chomskyan
competence. However, the task we arc thus confrunted by is overwhelming —
the task is ‘nothing elsc but the contrasting of cultures’, as Kari Sajavaara
expresses it (Sajavaara 1975). For this reason it is understandable if rescarch-
worhers within contrastive analysis draw back from contiasting communica-
tive competence and concentrate on phonological, syntactic, lexical or even
semantic structures iuotead (and this, in itself, is an ambitious project), how-
ever, there remains the danger that the results of the contrastive analysis are
difficult to translate into class-room practice because the individual ha: been
left out. I therefore believe that we have to engsge in contrastive pragmatics
(inclading sucio- and psy cholinguistics) if we want our contrastive analysis to
be worthwhile with regard to improvement in foreign language teaching.
And as pragmatics is still much of a virgin area of linguistics this means that
linguists working within contrastive analysis will have to carry out a fair
amount of basic research.

II

Each patticipant in a communicative event perfurms verbal acts of various
ty pes. It is possible to classify these verbul sets in different ways (one way of
doing it could be based on Austin's distindtion between verdietiy e, excercitive,
commissive, beliabitive and expositive speech acts (Austin 1962)), but here I
am not concerned with o cdassilicstion of atterances but with a deseription of
parts of utterances. T adopt Scarlc's idea that in peforming a specch act, e.g.
& command, the speakar simultancoasly paforms an act of referring (Scarle
1969). In other words, refercnee is an act within an sct. We can now formulate
the following two questions:

(1) How istle act of icfercnee reluted to scmantic, loxical, sy ntactic and phono-
logical featines? )

(2) How do SL(soured language) and TL (terget language) contiast in respect
ofteferened?

We cantot answes the second question b fore we have answered the first,
and before we can do so we hayve to doose o speditie linguistie medel, Today
it i~ almost univarsally acccpted that o linguistic moded should be “predictive’
and lience generative, i order to verify o linguistic description the deseription
has 10 be as piecise as possiblc henee formalization, A fornalized generative
modd b also fudilitatcs w deascription of sociolectal and sty listic variation which
can be incorpotatcd into o and the saime description by means of “variable
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rules” as proposed by Labov (1970). I assume that the generative description
should include transformations, but I shall not embark on & discussivn of this
assumption here as the relevance of transformations can vily be asscssed
within a discussion of systematic relations between sentences.

By adopting TG we have to choose between a generative semanties and
an intepretative semantics variant. Generative semantics is related to formal
logic, its object is to reduce human communication to a logical base in additivn
to operations of various kinds. Even if generative semantics cannot be said to
advocate the logical positivists’ ‘reductional principle’ (as exemplified by Quine's
‘cannonical representation’{Quine 1960)) it is bagsed on the assumption that
gemantics can be formalized to the same degree and very much in the same way
as is the case with syntax. This is something which has not been proved yet, what
hasbeen established, however, is the fact that a gencrative semantics model is
nearly all-powerful and hence relatively uninteresting — how is it possible to
falsify adescription couched within generative semantics? I am therefore inclined
to adopt the less powerful interpretative semantics variant. The ty pe of interpre-
tative TG which comes closest to the one I am working within is that proposed
by Jackendoff (1972). Jackendoff's model is characterized by the fact that
semantic interpretation of various types is carricd vut at different levels from
decp to surface structure. However, the intepretative rules I shall advocate
are pragmatico-semantic rather than purely semantic.

III

Now lct us take a Jook at the syntactic, the pragmatico semantic and the
leaical lovel of & contrastive desaiption of deinis in English and Danish.

AMthough we distineuish botwe msyntactic structures and pragmatico-
semantic intepretetive pados, Togiced congiderations should not be rejeetcd as a
means of establishing deep syntaetic structures, Ouly, logiosl 1easoning will
have tobe subjeet to empiticel verification bascd on studics of languege acquisi-
tion, language typology, exparimontal cogailive payabiology, linguistic change
and po «ibly studics within ouhir atcae ws wello This msns that logical reason-
ing unly consdtutes an initial, deductive stage in s dialcctic desaiption of lan-
guage,

Ax sl v arbal sets contain acts of i ning it is natural to eapedt language to
offer speeific means for carrying out thise acts, lat us postulate that reforence
is a pragimatico semantic primitive whicl has as its sy ntactic counterpart
the noun pluase (NP). This, incidentally | is @ simplification as other sy ntactie
items (adverbs and tonse suffixes’ may also be assoetatod with rcferonee; but
in this paper T shall only be conecracd with refaonee anicd out by mcans of
NP’s.

The speaker has at his dispusal the possibility of carrying out his avt of
referring in different ways, He wan refor gencically or partitively (i.e., he can
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refer to a whole class of objects (generic reference) or to a subclass (partitive
reference); 3, he can refer definitely and indefinitcly, dependent on his presup-
posing whether his hearer or hearers will be able toidentify the intended ref-
crent or not. He can refer numerically to one object or to more than one ob-
ject. Some of these types of reference are expressed by specific syntactic items
(e.g. definite — indefinite reference), others (e.g. generic — partitive reference)
have no specific syntactic expression but are rather expressed by an interaction
of numinal and verbal characteristies (generic reference is thus typically carried
vut by means of non-progressive present tense verb form in connection with spe-
cific ty pes of NP's). Here I'shallonly discuss definite, partitive 1eference to singu-
lar objects.

When is definite reference used? The speaker employs o NP containing a
matker of definiteness w henever he assumes that the hearer o1 hearers can iden-
tify the intended referent by means of the NP in question. By ‘identify’
I mean that the hearer can offer an alternative way of performing the same act
of reference (i.e., the speaker says ‘Mary” and the hearer says “your wife?).4
The typical case of definite refuence is reference tu vbjects which are visible
to the hearcr at the time of the speech event, this type of reference, which is
related to gestural reference (hence the name “deictic reference’), constitutes
the most extensional ty pe of reference. When teferenee s carried out to vbjects
which are not casily pointed out the definite marker is accompanied by an ele-
ment which specifies the intension of the referent - extensional reference
gives way to intensional 1eference. It is pussible to set up a hicrarchy of definite
NP's ranging from a maximum of extension to & maximum of intension as
illustrated by figure 1:

I this he Peter® the+ N
you that  she :
i Mary

Figure 1

?* Tho terin ‘partitave toference” s perhiaps ifelivitou: us it s not itondod tv be nar.
ruosad dvsn to phiruses such us sume buller, sume girls. Tt 1s used hero to cover all ty pos of
NT's which arv not generies In the weticlo Aspects of Qeneric Reference I huve discussod the
vppositivn botween generic and partitive roference in somo dotail.

4 It follows that T wn unly concorned with “roforential®, e vppused to ‘attributive’,
definite caprossivns (svo Donnellan 1966). “Attribute vxprossions (suvh as the murderer
must bo 2 fout 4 wich s’} arv nut deetie vxpressions as they lack thu vxtonsivnal vlement
(soo bolow).

¥ Tho pusitiun of propur nautes betwoen porsunal pronvuns and  ho dufinite article
within the hewerarehy 18 vory tontative. Although it is the case that .. lass of proper na-
mes vontains o twueh largor nundir of tuins than the class of porsvual pronouns it is far
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On the basis of this hierarchy we can cstablish the fact that the only thing
which is common to definite NP’s is a marker of definiteness. It theiefore ap
pears to be natural to represent definiteness in the syntactic deep structure
by a symbol, a proposal which has been made by John Lyons (1974). In this
paper he proposed that NP’s in deep structure contain the constituent D (for
“deinis’). T have discussed this propusal within a generative semantics frame-
work in the article ‘Deictic NP’s and Generative Pragmatics® (Faerch 1975).
Tlhe obligatory character of the D element within definite NP's is expressed by
the phrase structure rule

NP-D ((X) N(S))

which is an abbreviation of the following rules:

NP~ |D
DN
DXN |
DNS
DXNS]

wlhere X stands for one o1 more adjectival premodifiers and S is a restrictive
relative clause.

Now let us consider how these syntactic specifications can be employed
within the lexicon of a description of English (figure 2)p. 66.

Personal proncuns are used as unmodified heads, proper names as liads
Of NP'sin whichadjuctival premodification is possible. Demonstrative pronouns
are used as heads or as modifiers, if they are used as modifiers they can co-occur
with adjectival premodification and/or with postmodification consisting of &
restiictive relative cluuse. Finally, the definite article exuctly corresponds tu the
demonstrative pronouns when these are used as modifiers.

This description does not pay attention to the fact that some of the personal
pronouns may co-vceur with postmodification. you over there, he uho’s guilty
of an affence, I shall ignure these cases. The description does not pay any at
tention either to the fact that most of the lexemes have stressed and unstress-

frow oy idont that this nphos thut proper nunes ace charactorized by a lughel degreo of
entens ton than porsunal prunvuns. wusvi eases thus may bu sv, if, fur instance, the spuaker
wants tusmgle vut u girl stending in the middle of & crowd of girls, he ur she can do sv by
usiy « prupue ietne (w1l not by wing o persvnal pronoun). But vven 1f there 18 only ono
sl presvnt, the spoukor imay stil profor tu rofur by meaus of « proper name rather than a
Pursutial provuun as Pruper neines aro ufton sunsidersd more polite thaw porsunal pro-
ne-us, vspocially e muddle snd uppor studdlo class circles. (Child. ‘She suys she's hungry*.
Mother. *You don't say she! Say Aunt Mary® Child. ‘Aunt Man says she’s hungry*.)
Su it tay bu the easo that propor names can vnly be adequatoly dosoribud if wo pay at.
tention to vartous sociolingnstic features. See aldo bolow, footnote 7.

8 Papers and Studles...
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Syntactic {Con- {Prox- (Sposker)
distribution | trast) (Human) (Male) imato) (Heoarer)
I ) + /- 4 %) 0 {spooker)
you [-] +/—- + ] 0 ¢hearer»
) he ] +/— + |+ °
she (-] +/— | + - o
L (-] ~ | - o 0
James [(X)-1 + + + P
Joan |03 ¥ ¥ = > —
this [ XNEW |+ {—//[-1 ° n
o o/ [[-(X) N (8)]
that {-(X)NE)) + { -] 0 -
o/ [[-(X) N ()] i
the [-X)NE)I | ~ | © | o | o ]
Tabls of deictic lexemes in English
Figure 2
v ed variants. As some of the lexemes (i and ¢he) do not carry main stress in

their normal uses it is necessary to indicate in the lexicon whether stress as-
signment is possible or not. Stress is normaily associated with cuntrasting, which
is & pragmatico-semantic concept — hence stress-assignment should be formu-
lated in a way so that the pragmatico-semantic interpretative rules can take
stress into consideration. I therefore propose that we operate with the feature
{contrast) in the lexicon. If a lexeme is marked as { t contrast), either value
can be chosen when the lexeme is inserted into a syntactic string. Lexemes
marked (4 contrast) are stressed later on by the stress-assignment rules. Prop-
er names and demonstrative pronouns are marked as {+ contrast). This is
due to the fact that they are inherently contrastive, by this I mean that the
use of & demonstrative pronoun or a proper name is always associated with cou-
trast (this rather than that, Peter rather than Paul),® whereas personal pro-
nouns are not always used in this way (#e may be in contrast with she, but it
can also be & variant of she, used whenreference is performed to certain types of
objects) This leads me on to another point. contrast is frequently expressed
by nouns or adjectival modification, but this does not affect the character of
the deictic lexemes; to gee this, consider the following example:

the old man was smiling, the young man crying

¢ But soo footnote 5 above,
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The fact that the subject NP’s are used to refer contrastively does not imply
that the definite article should be marked as ( } contrast) in these cases;
the NP’s, not the definite articles, are inherently contrastive.?

In connection with definite reference, the act of contrasting can thus be
carried out in the following waya:

(1) by means of a stressed varient of a deictic lexeme
(2) by means of a deictic lexeme which is inherently contrastive
(3) by means of nouns and adjectival modification.

Proper names and the persunal pronouns are casily subcategorized by means
of the features ¢human) and {male) (see figure 2, columns 3 and 4). With the
definite article these features are irrclevant (marked in figure 2 with 8). With
the deruonstrative pronouns we have to indicate that ¢his and that are restricted
to non-human reference when used as unmodified heads, whereas there are
no restrictions in other cases. T%is and that are kept apart by the feature (pro-
ximate). Finally, I and you, these are the most primitive deictic lexemes in
that they w«re used to refer to objects which constitute the speech situation
itself. Xt is therefore justifiable to treat them as primitives by characterizing
them as (speaker) and (hearer), respectively.

The pragmatico-semantic rules operate on the syntactic string after lexi-
calization has been performed. Consider the example given in figure 3.

she
{ +-contrast)
{+human)
{~—male)
NP | D D NP | | VP VP_

Figure 3

four pragmaticu-semantic interpretative rules vpurate onske, they specify
that a speaker can use ske (or its phonologiral equivalent, which has been left

* The cuncept of *inheront contrast® is admuttedly vague and demands further expli-
cativn. The prol’ s related to that montivned above in fuutnote 8. the fact that a lin-
guistic oXprussivit (prupur namw, adjustive ur nvun) bulungs te a largy, pussibly vpen, class
of items duvs not umwply that an utturance of the vxpresswn s associted with contrast.
If wo distinguish betweon NP’s used tu refor only and NP's used to refor and tu dosernibe
at the samo tume (the distinction can bo exvmplfivd by NP's cuntainng restrictive and
parenthotic rolatixe clauses, rospeotivaly ), then vv can say hat a non— cuntrastive use
vf a proput nan, adyective ur nuen is cunnected o .th duvscriptivn within the NP, If deserip-
tiun within the NP is represvnted in DS os apposition. thou my old Dad can be derived
from (ne (my Dad) & (iny Dud uld) we)s whercas my old suit (nut my new suit) is dern od
from (ne Iy suit (my suit vld) xp). The communicutive functivn of appositional struc-
tures 18 probubly to deaw attontivn to sumvilung which the hearer or huarers already
knuw, fur which roason it 18 nut cunsider.d apprupriate by tho spunker to treat tho de-
scription as a prodicato. .
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out in fig. 3) to carry out contrastive, definite refercnce to a female, human
being. What exactly is meant by ‘contrastive®, ‘definite’ etc. is specified in a
general, universal component, for which reason this need not be stated in lan-
guage-specific descriptions.

Now let us take a brief glance at Danish deictic lexemes. Here we are con-
fronted by a new problem which we have to consider before we can carry out a
description of the entire system.

"Modern colloquial Danish contains, at least in its spoken variant, compound
lexemes consisting of pronoun ;-deictic locative adverb. ham der (‘him there'),
den her (“it/this here’). Similar lexemes are found in several substanda:d types
of British and American English. We can deal with them in (at least) two dif-
ferent ways:

|
i
|
|
|

(1) we can treat them as individual lexemes
(2) we can treat them as the 1esult of lexicalization of two deictic lexemes
within the same NP,

The former approach fails to express why two compound lexemes coutaining
the same deictic locative adverb are both specified by the saine value of the
feature (proximate) (i.c., hem her and den her are both { 4 proximate)).
I shall therefore adopt the latter &pproach, this leads toa smallor number of
deictic lexemes and a more restricted use of the feature {proximate), but at
the same time it leads to s complication of the syntactic specification of lex-
emes as we now have to describe which lexewmes can vo-vceur within the same
NP.

Figure 4 contains a table of Dlanish lexemnes, parallel vo that set out for
English in fig. 2.% I shall now discuss some of the more important cuntrasts be-
tween Danish and English within this area of the grammar.

The obvious contrasts are essociated with the Danish gender system, all
Danish aouns being either common o1 neutet, and with the Danish definite ar-
ticle which has an enclitic variunt (cf. the last two lexemes in fig. 4). These con-
trasts rarely cause problem« for Danish learners of English. 1

"The personal prunvuns kan and hun (‘he” and “she’) can both cv occur with
the deictic lexemes which are at the same time marked by the foatures Chu-
man) and {male), characteristic of persunal pronvuns, and by the feature
{proximate), characteristic of demonstrative pronouns:

hende her er tungere end hende der
(“her here is heavier than her there')

* Fig. 8 duvs not gas v a farthful unpression of the raaltitudoe of pussible doictic curmbi-
nations m colloguinl Duash, It s pussiblo to split up the cutnpuund duictic loxoos and
place the ln atavu particle after the noan. den mand her ("this man here ). Furthermoro,
thu mwre formal sunploa dewtic loxomes denne/dette ("thi’). found. alimust exclusively
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Table of deictic texemes in Danish
Figure 4

If we look at figure 2 we will not find auy English lexemes marked in the same
way, thus Danish learners either have to disregard sume of the features which
specify the Danish complex lexemes or employ a NP containing a noun which
supplies the features which are not expressed by the deictic lexeine:

hende her N she (less marked than Danish equivalent)
(*her here’) ~ |this girl (more highly marked than Darish equivalent)

There is a third possibility in English which I have not considered yet:
demonstrative pronoun followed by the "prop’-word one:

—this one (less merked than Danish equivalent)

The Danish loxemes der and d+¢ may function as persoual pronouns, e demon
strative pronouns and «s definite articles. When they function as persona! pro

in the writton language, can be cutubined with both her and der in the spoken, very col
loquinl language. denne her | der (*tlus horo [ there'). The difforence botween den 4 loca-
tive particle and denne 1 lucutive adverb s sty Listic (and pussibly sucivloctal), not semantic.

o 08



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

70 Claus TFaorch

nouns they correspond to 7, but as T mentioned eatlicr f is not readily used
o express contrast: the stressed vaviant of il is this or that, normally in connees
tion with the “prop™word onc. Tn Danish, den and del can be stressed (o ox-
press contrast; this means that in Dauish contrast can be eapressed without
explicitly marking the proximity of the referent (of Englisle stressed e and she).
In figure 5 1 have indicated some English translation cquivalents of Danish
sentences containing den:

den or PN ——————y it is micc

[{— contrast)] R -
- ~
I'd

[ - . . .
den  ¢r peni— , this one is wice

[{--contrast))

‘den “der er poen —————— thal one is nice
{—proximate)
{4-contrast)

Figure 5

Danish teachers of English are ofter, surprised ab the diffieuic y Danes have
in learning the English {Lproxinute) lexemes, they ave surpused because
Danish also knows the contrast betwcen {4-proximate) and {—proximate)
(expressed by ker (*here’) and der (‘there’), respectively), so wity the difficulty?
"The reason is, of course, that contrast can he expressed in Danish by means of
stressed den and def, without any indication of the proximity of the referent,
in situations in which these lexemes are used o Dancis not accustomed to choose
between a+-and a—(proximate) marker as he will have to do in English.

If we look at the nse of den and det as definite articls we can deseribe
another well-known difficulty for Danish learncts of English. Unstiessed den
and det are used instead of the endlitic article in comection with wdjectival
premodification:

huset
("house-the’)

det gamle hus
(“the old houge’)

The stressed den and def may directly preceds the noun:
‘det hus

) this house”
that{ °USe
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The same distributions also occur in cases where the noun is postmodified by &
restrictive relative clause:

houset jeg boede i
(“house-the I lived in”)

det gamle hus jeg boede ¢
(“the old house I lived in’)

“det hus jeg boede ©

( {:ﬁ]:t} house I lived in’>

Thesentence containing the stressed def again cxemplifies a dilemma forthe Dane:
he is used to express contrast by the deictie lexeme; but this specification of
contrast is frequently redundant as contrast is inherently expressed by the re-
strictive relative clause. (This observation is supported by the faet that sen-
tences containing stressed den/det+ N + restrictive relative clause are frequently
interchangeable with sentences containing N+enclitic article +restrictive
relative clause — husel jeg boede ). In English, this redundancy is avoided;
thus the most normal translation equivalent of ‘det hus jeg boede ¢ is the house
I lived in. Here, then, we face a contrast which causes difficulty for the Dane;
and the problem even spreads to NP’s containing premodification (that old
house I lived in), although den and det in the Danish sentences of this type are
only stressed in cases where contrast goes beyond what is expressed inherently
by adjective--restrictive relative clause.

IV

The approach to contrastive analysis I have illustrated above with a ten-
tative description of a limited part of deixis in Danish and English lies within
the tradition of notional gfammar, if ‘notional” is taken to comprise ‘cornmuni-
cative’ or “functional’. Notional gramnmar, going back to Jespersen, seems to be
undergoing & renaissance, not only in descriptions of individual languages |
(cf. Leech & Svartvik 1975), but also in conneciicn with contrascive analysis ‘
{see, e.g., Marton 1972). I believe that the way from theoretical description to |
pedagogical practice can ke shortened if we adopt a notional (=communica-
tive) approach. But before it is possible to make positive suggestions as to how
& certain problem can best be dealt with in the class room. it is necessary to
investigate tho probiem in connection with an analysis of learners’ approxi-
mative systems (Nemser 1868). As T have not carried out this part of the work
yet my article must necessarily remein theoretical.
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DECEPTIVE WORDS. A STUDY IN THE CONTRASTIVE LEXICON
OF POLISH AND ENGLISH

Jerzy WELNA

Univercity of Warsaw

1. TNTRODUCTION

|

|

\

|

1.11In the lexicons of any two languages there are words characterized by |

the correspondence in the graphemic and/or phonemic structures, which is usa- |

ally due to common etymology or interborrowing. In most instances the simi- |
larity is accompanied by various degrees of seruantic analogy seen, for
instance, in the pairs like E. army : P. armia, E. manuscript : P. manuskrypt,
or E. machine : P. maszyx 1, etc. The extent of the semantic correspondence

varies in such pairs, which means that not only full identity, but also partial l
coincidence, and the contrast of meaning are characteristic of the relations be-

tween them. |

If a classification of words having similar structures is made in %erms of ‘

logical division into distributional types (e.g. Lyons 1968.71), the following ‘

system of semantic 1elations in P/E grapho-phoncmically related pairs is ob- |

tained: |

(i) Equivalence, o.g. & alphabet : P alfabet (but sec 1.2 below) ‘

(ii) Inclusion (a) with the E unit having more meanings, e.g. E fiction : |

: P fikcia, and (b) with the P unit having more mecanings, e.g. E protocol : i

: P protokdt |

(iii) Overlapping, e.g. E. platform : P. platforma

(iv) Contrast, e.g. E. lecture : P. lekiura
Since the notion of equiva,lencc implies the existence of full semantic cor-

relation in such P/E pairs, it is to bec emphasized that the equvalence is in }

the majority of cases only relative. |

1.2 The four types of relations shown above may be described as follows: |

In (i) each lexical unit can be freely rendered by its grapho-phonemic cqui- |

valent in the other language, as in the case of E alphabet : P alfabel. i

\

|
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Remark. Equivalence has been included into the classification of false
puirs because it cun sumetimes be deceptive. In his enalysis of deceptive pairs
in Sctrbo-Croat and English, Ivir (1968) distinguished a sub-class of pairs iden-
tical semantically but differing in the frequency of use. The pair quoted by him,
S-C analfabet . E. analphabete (cf. P. analfabeta) correlate both semantically and
formally, but the frequency of use of the E word is very low, the usual term
being E <lliterate.

In (ii) any lexical unit can be rendered by its partner but the reverse is con-
fined only to part of the meanings, cf. (a) P fikcja: E fiction, but E fiction :
. P fikcja (and P beletrystyka), (b) E protocol . P protokdl, but P protokdt . E pro-
tocol (and E minutes).

In (iii) the semantic correlation is only partial and is limited to some se-
mantically corresponding arcas which are only part of the full semantic field,
while the remaining arcas are rendered by grapho-phonemically unrelated lex-
ical units, e.g. B platform : P platforma (and P peron).

In (iv) the rendering of the P or E item by a graphu-phonemically corre-
sponding partner in the otherlanguage is impussible, cf. E fatigue (. P zmecze-
nie ‘weariness’), P fatyga (: E trouble).

Cunsiderable differences in the amount of semantic interference are found if
we compare particular types of the above set of relations. Thus in (i) there is
practically nointerference. The probability of inuccurate interpretation increases
in the clusses (ii) and (iii), while relation (iv) alway s leads to a faulty translation
when a grapho-phonemic replica is employed.

1.3 Misleading lexical pairs are also found on the level of phraseology when
no formal similarity is involved, cf. the following pairs:

E high school : P szkola wyzsza
E good-humoured : ¥ w dehrym humorze
B sea wolf : P wilk morski, etc.

i the abuve examples interference is two-directivnal and its result may be
the seguental translation of the lexical units from one language into another.
Theie is, luwever, no semantic correlation butween the stgmental correspond-
eiieos sinee E highschoolis not P szkola wyzsza, etc. The approximate equivalents
of the E pliuases would be correspondingly P szkula Srednia, mily, and drapteina
ryba, while the analogical replicas of the P phrases are E university, in a good
moud (in Ligh spitits), and old salt. As the present paper deals with the formally
related pairs, this type has been excluded from the investigation.

1.4, The similarity of the grapho-phonemic structures on the level of mor-
pliolugy can uloo lead to « false translation. This is observed, for instance, when
the transfer of o P sten, let us say, autent- is made from P vo E. The parallelism
of scmantically and formally related suffixcs P -yzm and E ism may result in
the construction of an apparently correct form E *authentism, which does not
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exist. Instead, the complex suffix used in E with the analogical stem is E
-tcity, hence E authenticity. Other potentially incorrect translations due to
morplological interference may be those which follow:

P aréyzm : E *artism (E artistry), P asynchronia: E *asynchrony (E asyn-
chronism), P asynchroniczny . E *asynchronic (E asynchronous), P deflacyjny .
:E *deflative (E deflationary), P spazmatyczny . E *spasmatic (E spasinodic),
P bufonada : E *buffonade (E buffonery), ete.

Interference on the level of morphology inay also affeet prefixes:

P antylalent : E *antitalent (cf. E anti-, E talent), P antysanitarny : E *an-
tisanitary (E unsanitary), P apolityczny : E *apoliticcl (E non-political),
P auloironia : E *autoirony (E self-irony, cf. E quto-), P dekonspirowac : E
*deconspire (E unmask, cf. de-, E conspire), ete.

The interference in the above classes is unidirectional, since it oeeurs only
when the translation is made from Pinto E, while the rendering of E words like
spasmodic, non-political, etc. does not present any problems for a speaker of
Polish. If errors are inade, they are due to application of the P word formation
rules to the grammatical processes in English.

1.5 The interference of this kind also occurs on the derivational and lexical
levels simultaneously and is then alsy unidivectional. Through a false lexical
aualysis one can arrive at quasi-English formulae in the case when a P word
consists of at least two morphemes and has a formai replica in the system of E.
Words like I eksmisja, eksmito vaé illustrate such compunential cognates. E
[ex | mission] and [ex { mit],(¢f. E transmission, transmit) do not combine to
forur the equivalents of P words. (onsequently the forins E *exmission and
*exmit are false and other formally unrelated elements must be selected from
the lexicon of E to render properly the ineaning of P words.

Also the most recent works confirm that word formation rules are usually
applied at random even in one language. As Jackendoff (1975.633) rightly
observes the formation of words through combining a profix and a stein “‘scems
to be un idiosyncratio fact”. Of course, the possibility of disagreement is consid-
erably greater when two languages are involved.

2, DECEPTIVE WORDS: DEFINITION

2.1 "he discusrion of the lexico semantic interference will be confined only
to those cases where the grapho phonemic similarity of the stems is found in
the pairs. Such pairs from two languages showing varivus degrees of coindi-
dence in their formal structurzs were labelled differently by various writers.
Thus, Sehach (1951) uses the term ‘heteronyms’, Haugen (1958.47) calls them
“synonymous diamorphs”, while the terin “deceptive cognates” invented by
Lado (1957.83) is less acceptable since it covers not only etymolugically related
words, but also those in which formal similarity is purely accidental. Accord-
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ing to the definition foimulated by Lado deceptive cognates are “words that
are similar in form but mean different things”.

The aboyve definition and the term are not satisfactory for still another rea-
son. adjective ‘deceptive’ used by Lado is misleading in the cuntext of his de-
finition. If we assumne, following him, that deceptive cognates mean different
things, as in the case of E lecture . P lektura (class iv), then types (ii) and (iii)
represented by the pairs E fiction . fikcja, E platform . P platforma, ete. which
ealibit different degreds of seiantic ov alapping would not belong to this group
of words.

The terms used by the compilers of the French-English and German-Eng-
lish dictionaries in which such puirs are listed are French 'faux amis du tia-
ductews” (i, fulse fiiends of a translator) and German ‘irvefithrende Worter’
(o “irrefulirende Fremdworter’), i.c. misleading words. The latter term is also
used by Akulenbo in lis dictionary of deceptive words in Russiaun and English
(Akulenko 1969).

2.2 The term used in the present paper is ‘deceptive words’ (‘deceptive
pairs’). It may be defined as follows:

A deceptive word is a word in the lexicun of sume language which exhibits
casily identifiable grapho-phonemic similarity to & word (words) in another
language. The resemblance is accompanicd by either partial correlation in the
meaning or by the absence of any direct semantic eorrespondence.

2.3 The analysis of deceptive words in the subsequent paragraphs will cover
in tuin (a) words chatacterized by the absence of any semantic correspondence,
i.c. those showing the contrast (class iv), words with some degree of semantic
ovetlupping (iii), and finally (c) those in which the meanings correlate only
partially (iiab). The woids listed are only & representative selection.

3. CONTRAST

3.1 According to our carlier formulation formally corresponding words
are infull contrast when no overlapping of their scmantic fields takes place sv
that « term from one language cannot be replaced by its formal replica in the
conteat of the other language without harming the correctness of the transla-
tion. But ¢ven here the risk of being led into error is not the same in all the
instances. Such a danger is conspicuously lcss imminent when a pair is ety mo-
logically unrelated, i.c. when the counterparts are not cognates, cf. the pairs
below: :

E back : P bak ("a back part’. ‘can, sideburns’), E dement : P dementowaé
(‘'make mad: “deny’), E dote . P dotowaé (‘be weak-minded’, ete. . ‘donate’),
E facet: P facet (‘surface of a cut gem’: ‘chap’), E flower : P flower (‘blos-
som’ . “fowling piece’), E gem : P gem (“jewel’ : ‘game’).
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Similarly there is little doubt that some rddated words will be avoided in
the translation:

E barrage : P baraz (‘barrier’ : ‘playing off’), E desk : P deska (‘a picce of
furniture’ : ‘plank’), E floret : P floret (‘small flower’. ‘foil’), E talon : P talon
(‘claw’ : ‘coupon’).

"The units in both groups stand in contiast and appear as a rule in mutually
exclusive contexts. A potential wrong translation is possible only in the
situation when the words listed above are isolated from auy significant cuntext.

3.2 Interference is reduced to a minimum in the translation from E to P
wlen different parts of speech exhibit the similarity of the formal structure,
although the oppuosite direction of the transfer may lead to the wrong chuice
of an E lexical unit:

E remanent . P remanent (‘remaining’ : ‘stock taking’). E transparent . P
transparent (“transmitting light” : ‘banner’). )

3.3 There are also pairs of woids which correlate only when the E item
is extended by the adding of the gencralizing clement:

P blankiet . E blank form (not E blanket), P cross : E cross-country race
(mot E eross), P dancing : E dancing party; dancing hall (not E dancing),
P faktura : E facture treatment (not E facture), P kaucja . E caution money
(not E caution), P neon . E neon sign (not E neon), P oliwa . E olive il (not E
olive), P sleeping . E sleeping car (not E sleeping), P stoper . T stopwalch (not
E stopper), P trencz : E trench coat (not E trench).

In all the above pairs the interferened is unidirectional since un E element
is semantically defined by the wdded rnits, like form, race, party/hall, treat-
ment, money, sign, oil, car, watch, coat.

3.4 The interference in the translation from E to P seems tu be in general
excluded in words which contrast semantically since they belung to different
mcaning spheres. Nevertheless the graphophunemic iesemblance may be the
source of crror, cf.:

(2) nouns denoting people

E absolvent . P absolwent ('u‘ person who absolves’. ‘graduate’), B adept :

P adept (‘expert’ . “student, adherent’), E applicant : P aplikant ("a person
who applies® . “apprentice’). E compositor . P kompozytor (“type-setter’ . “‘com-
puser’), E expedient . P ekspedient (‘a neans’: ‘shop-assistant’), E keeper :
. P Kiper ("guard’ . “tuster’), E lunatic . P lunatyk (madman’ : ‘somnambulist’),
E passer . P paser (“pedestrian’ : ‘receiver of stolen goods®), E pensionary . P
pensjonarinsz (“pensioner” . ‘boarder’), E physician : P fizyk (‘doctor’ . ‘phys-
icist’), E pupil : P pupil (‘student’ . ‘favowrite’), E terminator . P lerminator
("o person bringing something to ap end’. ‘apprentice’), also. E dragon . P
dragon (“a fabulous monster” : ‘dragon’)

(b) names of objects, cte.

E barrette . P baretke (‘pin with a clasp’: ‘medal ribbon’), E bullion . P
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bulion ("gold ingots’ : ‘broth’), E fabric: P fabryka ('cloth’, ete. : ‘factory’),
E paragon . P paragon (‘model” : ‘bill of sale’), E paravane : T parawan (“a de-
vice to destroy mines’ . “screen’). E perron . P peron (flight of steps’. “plat-
form®), E smoking : P smoking (“the act of smoking tobaeco’ . ‘tuxedo’)

(¢) abstraet nouns

E apellation . P apelacja (‘name, epithet’ : “appeal’), E census : P cenzus
(‘official evunt of people’. ‘qualifications’), E conduct.P kondukt (‘behaviour” .
. ‘funeral prueession®), E direction : P dyrckeja (‘guidanee, the course taken
by the moving body” : ‘a body of directors’), E eviction . P ewikcja ("expul-
sion’, ‘guarantee’), E habilitation : P habilitacja (‘the furnishing of money
to work a mine” . ‘pust-doctoral examination®), E lecture . P lektura (“speceh’ .
.‘reading list’), E legitimation : P legitymacja (‘making lawful’: “ID card’),
E ordination .P ordynacja (‘admitting a person to the ministry of church’.
. ‘electoral law’), E provision . P prowizja (‘a statement making a provision,
‘supply” : ‘percentage’), E raid : P rajd (‘attack’. ‘rally’), E rumour .P rumor
(‘gossip” . ‘rumble’); also E credence : P krcdens (“belief” : ‘sideboard’), E tra-
Jic : P trafika ("people and cars, trade’: “tobaeco-shop’)

3.5 Parts of speech uther than nouns are more rarely involved in this
hind of interference. Wlhen they are, serious cumplications may arisc especially
when adjeetives (a)and adverbs (e) are rendered.

(8) E azure: P azurowy (‘clear blue’: ‘transparent’), E consumptive : P
konsumpeyjny (‘of TB’. “consumable’), E discrete : P dyskretr, (‘distinct’:
Sdisereet’), E feral . P feralny (‘wild’ : ill-fated’; the E/P pair is etymologi-
cally dnrelated), E genial . P genialny (“cheery’ . *of genius’), E principal : P
pryncypialny (‘most important” : ‘of prineiple’)

(b) E comproinise . P kompromitowac (‘settle’ . “diseredit’), E legitimate . P
legitymowué (“declare lawful’. ‘check up’), T nrovelize . P nowelizowaé (‘put in
the form of the novel” : ‘amend’), E postpone . P postponowaé (‘delay’ : ‘treat
slightingly®), E require : P rekwirowac (‘need’ : ‘requisition’), E reflect : P re-
flektowaé (‘think, throw back light® . ‘be inclined, bring som«body to reasun’)

(¢) B actually : P aktualnie (‘in faet®: ‘at’ the moment’), B evenlually . P
aventualnie (“finally’ : “possibly )

Both adverbs are derived frow the adjectives E actual, sventual which are
in partial semantie correlation with P ektualny, ewentualny.

3.6 On the whole advaneed learners of English translating the above
words frum E to P are not often exposed tu the danger of the interference
sinte the differences of meaning in such pairs are considerable. The transla-
tion frour I to E often results in the use of a deceptive counterpart and such
lexical errors are found even in the speech of the bilinguals. Mistakes are
usually found in those pairs which show some semantie affinity.

(i) abstract nouns
(a) E accord : P akord (“agreement’ : “chord, piece-work’), E acquisition . P
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akwizycja (‘acquiring’ : “soliciting people’), E advance . P awans (‘moving for-
ward” : ‘promotion’), but cf. E social advance : P awans spoleczny with no
contrast, E affair : P afera (‘a particular action’ . ‘swindle’), E aliment . P ali-
meni(y) (‘support, food’ : “alimony’), E alimentation . P alimentacja (‘mourish-
ment” : ‘obligation to pay alimony’), E apparition : P aparycja (“the act of
appearing, ghost’: ‘looks’), E assignation . P asygnacja (‘the legal transfer of
property’ : ‘transfer of funds’), E audition : P audycja (“the act of hearing’ :
: ‘broadcast’), E characterization : P charakteryzacja (‘the way the actor pre-
sents the persomality in the play, description of features’, etc. . ‘make-up’),
E compilation : P kompilacja (‘the act of compiling’ . ‘putchwork’), E con-
cept : P koncept (‘idea’ : “bright idea’), E concourse : P konkurs ("a running,
crowd’ : ‘competition’), E concurrence : P konkurencja (‘n happening at the
same time’: ‘rivalry, event’), E conspiration : P konspiracja (‘joint action’ .
: ‘conspiracy’), E devotion : P dewocja (‘loyalty, earnestness in religion’ . 'bi-
gotry’), E emotion : P emocja (‘a strong feeling’ : ‘excitement’), E evidence . P
ewidencja , whatever makes clear the truth’: ‘record’), E fatigue . P futyga
(“weariness’ : ‘trouble’), E gratification . P gratyfikacju (‘a gratifying’. ‘eatra-
pay’), E instruction . P instrukcja (‘teaching’ . ‘instructions’), E melioration .
: P melioracja (‘improvement’ : “drainage’), E precedence : P precedens (‘the
act of preeeding’: “precedent’), E recension : P recenzja (‘the revision of a
text’ : "a review’), E reclamation : P reklamacje (‘protest’: ‘complaint’), E
recollections : I rekolekcje (‘memories’ . “retreat’), E routine . P rutyna (‘a fixed
method of doing sth’: ‘competence, experience’), B sympathy . P sympatia
(“a sharing of arother’s sorrow’: ‘liking’), E vagary :P wagary (‘caprice’ :
: “truancy’)

(b) E pictism : P pietyzm (‘deep picty’ : ‘vencration, piety’), E quota : P
Kwota (‘the share of a total due’: *suin’)

The semantic fields of E and P words arc distinctly different in both
groups. But the most significant fact observed here is that the meanings of
the P words are much narrower than those of their E partners. The meanings
of the latter are mostly generalizations of the semantic element contained in
the P words. "Typical pairs of this type are, for instonce, E concept . P kon-
ceplt, E affair . P afera, E melioration : P melioracja, E reclamation . P rekla-
macja as well as some others, although in a few cases this relation is vague
(E evidence : P ewidencja, or E vagary : P wagary, ctc.). There are only a fow
examples of the reverse semantic relation (cf. b).

When the degree of abstraction is different in the particular elements of the
pair, the P noun frequently denotes o concrote object, while the corresponding
deceptive partner represents a more abstract notion:

L agenda : P agenda (‘things to be done, a list of them’: ‘memo book,
branch’), E ambulatory . P ambulatorium (“a covered place fo: walking’ . poly-
clinic’), E prospect : P prospekt (‘expectation’ : ‘folder)
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But the reverso relation can be exemplified by:

E codex : P kodeks (‘o MS volume’ : “code’)

Other less abstract words usually exhibit the same relations in their se-
mantic content:

E collation . P kolacja (‘a light meal, eareful comparison®. ‘supper’), E
fraction . P frakcja ("a part of a whole number’ . ‘faction’), I sentence : P sen-
tencja (‘a group of words’ : ‘maxim’)

A few nouns in the pairs have parallel, though irreplaceable meanings.

E novel : P nowele ("a lung story’: "a short story’), E pension : P pensja
("a vegular payment of money which is not wages' . "wages’), E stipend : P
stypendium (‘a fixed pay of a elerygman’ : ‘fellowship’)

Nouns denuting people also show the contrast general (E) ~ particular (P), cf..

E active . P aktyw (‘a person or thing that is active® : "aetive members of
some organization’), E activist . P aktywista (‘a person who supports activisim” .
. “politically active party member’), E amazon . P amazonka (‘a tall strong
woman' . ‘horse-woman®), E creature : P kreatura (‘a person under the in-
fluence of another’, ete. . ‘contemptible person’), E Iiterate . P literat (‘an
educated person’. “man of letters'), E occupant . P okupant (‘a person who
oeecupies’ : ‘invader’)

Only in a few pairs nouns have parallel meanings:

E dilettante . P dyletant ("= lover of fine arts, following some art as an
amuscment’ . ‘amatew’, used pejoratively), E novelist . P nowelista ("a witer
of novels' : "short-story writer’)

No generalization of this kind ean be made when the nouns in a pair
denvte objects. Here, all the three types, i.e. {a) the semantie dominance of
the E word, (b) of the P word, and (e) the purallel meaning, ean be distin-
guished:

(2) E baton . P baton (a stick' . ‘u stiek of choeolate’), E caravan: Plara-
wan (“w closed truek, trailer' . ‘hearse’), E dress : P dres (‘an outer covering” :
. "tinck suit’), E exemplar . P egzemplarz (‘model’ : ‘a copy’), E garniture . P
garnitur ("decoration’ . ‘suit’), E pendent . P pendent (“a hanging ornament’ :

Ushoulder-belt'), E fohacco : P tabaka (‘prepared leaves': ‘snuff’), E wag-
gon : P wagon (‘o four-wheeled vehiele’: ‘railway-ear’)

(b) E carbine: P karabin (‘s short light rifle’: rifle’), & conserves: P
konscewy (‘jum' . ‘eanned food'), E destructor . P destruktor (“a furnace for
buning the refuse’ . “destroyer’), E gazette . P gazeta ("an official government
journal”: ‘newspaper’) )

{(¢) E adapter . P adapter (‘device for fitting together parts of different
size’, cte. . ‘pick-up, reproducer’), E binocle . P binokle (‘telescope, opera-glas-
ses’. ete. . ‘pinee-nez’), B canister : P kanister (‘a small ean for tea': “petrol-
can’), E cymbal . P cymbal (‘one of the pair of eoneave plates’: ‘dulcimer’),
E parapet : P parapet (‘a low wall, barvier’ : ‘window-sill’)
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In the group of adjectives it is again the E word which is usualily mnore
general, as seen in the follewing pairs:

E consequent : P konsekwentny (‘resulting’ : ‘consistent'), E demonstra-
tave : P demonstracyjny ("showing clearly” . ‘ostentatious’), E fractional : P frak-
cyjny (“forming a fraction, very small’ . ‘factional’), E notorious : P noloryczny
(“ill-famed’ : ‘repeating bad deeds’), E obscure : P obskurny (‘not well known’ :
: 'shebby’), E ordinary: P ordynarny (‘usual’: ‘vulgar’), T sympathetic : P
cympatyczny (‘showing kind feelings’: ‘attractive’), but cf. the correlative
pair B sympathetic ink : P atrament sympatyczny.

The units in the pair E communicative ;: P komunikatyuny (‘talkative’:
: “clear’) have parallel meanings.

In the pairs of verbs the meaning of the E word is more general, cf.:

E colligate: P koligowad (‘connect’ : *connect by marriage’), E concur : P
konkurowad (‘come together’ : “rival, compete’), E control : P kontrolowad (‘have
power or authority” : ‘check up’), & defraud : P defraudowad (‘cheat’ : ‘embez-
zle’), E meliorate : P meliorowaé (‘improve’ : ‘drain land’), E refer : P referowad
(“direct attention’ : ‘report’)

8.7 Summing up, when contrast is involved, deceptive words used by a
learner of Englisk to translate & P word almost always disturb the cominnnica-
tion, though the degree of interference is not the same in various groups.
Oceasionally in the translation from E to P a deceptive word employed by a
student may convey the meaning not very distant from that ke wants to
arrive at, cf. the activists’ meeting, the amazon was riding & horse, to maliorate
land, ete On the other hand some such phrases or sentences are semantically
unacceptable or improbable at least, cf. *the compositor himself directed the
orchesira, or *this prospect has been printed here, ctc.

The conclusion is that the use of deceptive words necd not lead to a com-
plete misunderstanding even in two-directional translation. However, some
amount of semantic affinity in the pair is alwuys necessary for the correctness
of such a translation.

4. OVERLAPPING

41 The deceptive pairs in which the meanings overlap can also cause
serious confusion in the translation. From the fact that such pairs have one
meaning in common the learner of English raay draw a wrong conclusion that
the total overlapping exists.

It seems that the degree of the overlapping is not indifferent for tne plausi-
bility of making a faulty transletion. If an ambigunous word shares two or
three of its meanings with its partner it may really begin to be interpreted as a
perfect semantic replica of the latter in the remaining spheres of the semantic
content. Contrarywise, the danger of such a false translation is less probable

¢ Papere and Studles...

IToxt Provided by ERI

\ 80




82 Jorzy Welna

when the identity is ubvious in one of the meanings only, while the remaining
areas do not overlap.

Typical cases are those represented by the following pairs:

E anonym : P anonim which overlap in ‘a person whose name is unknown’,
but do not share the meanings ‘a fictitious name’ (E) and ‘anonymous letter’
(P).

E aura:P aura, both ‘something supposed to come from a person and
surrounding him’, but in addition ‘emanation’ (E), ‘weather’ (P).

E operulor : P operator, both ‘a man who operates’, but other meanings
do not correlate, . g. ‘a man operating a telephone’ (E), ‘cameva-man’ (P).

E positive . P pozylywny, both ‘definite’, but also ‘sure’ (E), ‘favourable’
(?).

E rent : P renta, both 'what is paid for the use of natural resources’, but
‘a regular payment for the use of property’ (E), 'pension’ (P).

E revision : P rewizja, both ‘revising’, but also 'a review of work’ (E),
‘search’ (P).

E séance : P seans, both “a meeting to communicate with gpirits’, but also
*the session of & learncd society’ (E), ‘performance, show’ P

More meanings overlap in the pairs below:

B cadence : P kadencja, both ‘falling of the voice, final part in nmusic’, but
also ‘thythm’ (E), ‘term of office’; ‘cadenza’ or ‘solo performance’ (P).

E mendate . P mandat, both ‘the will of voters®, ‘& commission to administer
the territory’, but also ‘command’ (E), ‘a fine’ (P), ete.

5. INCLUSION

5.1 Of the two types of inclusion (cf. 1.1) more important for the transla-
ter from P to E is that in which the semantic range is wider in the 1 word than
in its E countorpart. The reasor for that will be vbvious when we take into
account the semantic relation which, for instance, is found in the pair E fic-
tion : P fikja. Although the k noun has an extra meaning ‘movels and
short stories’, this is quite irrelevant fu. the translator who practically always
empolys the E formal replica to render the common part of the meaning Such
puirs are deceptive only for the speaker of E who will have to look for another
P word (herv P beletrystyka) to make a correet translation. This type has a
very rich representetion in the lexicons of both languages and it can be il
lustrated by the pairs E address : P adresowaé, where P does not mean 'to
deliver o speech’ or ‘to speak directly to’, or E record : P rekord where the
meanings o the E woird ‘anything written’ and ‘disc’ are not shared by the P
partner.
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5.2 Those words in which the semantic field of the P iexienl unit is wider
than that of its & counterpart are the source of fuulty translations from P
to E. This takes place when the P extra sememe is thought to be the property
ofthe E word. Typicai exa.nples for this type of correlation mnay be the following:

E academy : P akademia “a place for instruction, ete.,’ but also ‘celebra-
tion” (P) which is not part of the E meaning complex; AR central : P centrala
“telephone exchange’, but E is not ‘head office’, dolphin : P delfin ‘sea
mammal’, but also ‘dauphin’ (P), B gastronomy : P gastronomia ‘the art of
good cooking’, but in P also ‘the catering business®, E parasol : P parasol,
both ‘sunshade’, but P has the semantic range of ‘umbrella’, B ramp: P
rampa ‘s stepping way connecting two different levels’, but E does not include
“footlights’, E urn : P wrna *hollow vessel to hold ashes’, but P also denctes
“ballot box’, and many other analogieal cases.

6. THE TABLL

The table shows the possibilities of semantic interference in deceptive
words, i e grapho-phonemieally related pairs with different degrees of semantic
similarity. Pluses denote the presence, minuses denote the absence of the
interference:

Typo ! Examples [w Diroction | Interforenco

Contrast T E locture E-p +
P loktura P-E l +

Ororlapping ¥ platform T TESE T +
P platforma P-E ' +

Inclusion T {(a) E fiction R E-P +-
P fikeja P-E -

(b) E protocol E-P -

P protokét P-E -+
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SOME ASPECTS OF STYLE IN THE SOURCE
AND THE TARGET LANGUAGE

MoirA LNy NARUD

University of Lund

1. INTRODUGCTION AND AIMS

One obvious point of difference between performance in the native 'a: -
guage (source language) and the language being learned (target language)
is the greater quantity of errors in the target language. There are other more
subtle differences between the learner’s performance in the target language
and that of a native speaker of that language. They can be described as diffex-
ences in style. Can we explain these differences contrastively, by saying that
typial stylistic features of Swedish are present in the student’s attempt at
the target language, or are they due to gaps in the knowledge of the learner,
which he fills with whatever means he has at his disposal? In that case they
are basically due to under-representation of constructions which the learner
finds difficult (Levenston 1971-115 f¥.).

An attempt is made in this investigation to see how much or how little
the style of a writer varies in written work in the source and the target lan-
guage. Two fields have been examined in particular:

a) Lexis.
b) Sentence Connection.
There is an attempt to answer the following questions:

1) Does the student who has a limited vocabulary in Swedish also have a
limited vocabulery in Engligh, measured in terms of lexical density?

2) Do the means used for ssntence connection vary in the two languages as
used by these students?

3) How do the means of sentence connection used affect the evaluator of the
written work?
. 84
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4) Is there a correlation between the ability to write well in Swedish and in
English, or more correctly between the evaluation given tu the same stu-
dent’s wark in Swedish and in English?

2. MATERIAL AND METHODS
2.1, MATERIAL

The material inv estigated is Swedish students’ free production in Swedish
and in English, writ.on by pupils in their second year at high school. They
are, on average, seventeen years of age. English is introduced into the school
carriculum at an early stage in Sweden. These pupils are now iu their eighth
year of English studies, having started in their fourth year of compulsory
school. At present pupils start English in their third year of compulsory school,
at the age of nine. This nieans that a relatively Lhigh standard has been reached
by the pupils examined here.

The essays in both languages were written at official examinations. They
were limited by time and not tu any specific number of words. Twenty-five
essays were obtained in each of the two languages.

The subjects given were as follows:

Swedish: My childhood school.
Young people and their spare-time.
English: The view from my window.
A journey 1 should ltke to make.
A prominent statesman of our time.
A4 film I enjoyed.

There should ideally have been no choicw of subject, as vuriations in style
can be due to variations in the subject matter. For the purposes of this in-
vestigation, however, the subjects are similar cnough to be acceptable.

2,2 METHODS

2.2 1. Lexical Density

The method used te measure the vocabulary of the students is that of
counting the lexical density of the texts. Lexical density (LD) is a ‘erm which
describes the percentage of lexical words in the totel nuniber of words in any
given text cither written o1 spoken. The total namber of orthogiaphic words
and the total number of lexical words are put into velation to cach other to
establish lexical density:

LW 100

MR 5
oW1
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In this investigation, the basis for the distinction between lexical and
function words is the discussion in Quirk vt al (1972.44 - 47) on closed-system
and open-class items. Nouns, adjectives and verbs, apart from auxiliaries,
have been counted as lexical words. Verbs with a double function such as BE
and HAVE have been included in the count when they appear in their lexical
function. Adverbs such as EASILY, ending in -ly and corresponding to adjec-
tives, have also been regarded as lexical words. One lexical item such as
TURN UP is regarded as two words, TURN a lexical word and UP a function
word. Contracted forms such as HAVEN"I' and hyplenated forms such as
BABY-SITTER are vegarded as one word.

There are several investigations of LD in English. The important factor
for determining the density of a text appears to be the presence or absence
of feedback, that is, interruptions of any kind in the form of questions, com-
ments or gestures which cause the speaker or writer to adjust their language.
All texts with an LD of 36%, or under Lave feedback. This includes the vast
majority of spoken Euglish and written texts of the type “Problem Page’ in
muagazines, whuie readers’ guesddons are answered. Other written texts have
an LD of 409, orr more (Ur: 1971 : 445 - 449),

A sinall scale investigation of Swedish university students' written work
showed that they had u lower LD thau native speakers writing on the same
subjeet (Linnarud 1975:12ff).

This difference was shown to be duce to various inter-related factors.
Non-native speahers use fewer nouns due to shorteomings in their vocabulary.
They also write shorter sentences with a resultant increase in the number of
auniliary verbs vscd. Their lack of vocabulary also gives rise to the addition
of words and phiases which a native speaker might well prune, such as the
use of NOT IMPORTANT instead of UNIMPORTANT. This isin no way an
erut but can account for stylistic differences between the native and the
non-native writer (Arabski 1975).

The phenomenon of LD has not been investigated in this way in Swedish
and we Lave therefore no idea of what to expect as a normal LD for the type
of wiitten work investigated here. The faet that Jie definite article is incor-
purated with the noun in Swedish gives 1ise to an inherent difference between
the two languages. We ean compare the following two sentences.

Orthogriphic  Lexical
Words Words LD

SWEDISH: “Ge v’z boken™ sade mannen. 5 4 80°,,
ENGLISH: ‘Give e the book”, said the
mad, 7 4 57.19,

Buth sentences eapress exactly the satne thought but hay e completelydifferent
values for LD, It is also dlear that results in Polish and other inflected languages

il . 86
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with. their wealth of cases would bear very little similarity to the results
obteined in English.

The results of the LD counts in the two languages can therefore not be |
compared. What can be compared is the student’s LD in each language cum- }
pared to the average for the whole class. ’

2.212. Sentence Connection

Eight of the students were chosen for more detailed investigation. Their
tssa)y s were examined from the point of view of sentence connection and type
and quantity of error.

The means of sentence connection have been classified according to the
G(E (Quirk et al 1972:649fF).

a) Implications in the Semantic Content.

b) Lexical Equivalence.

¢) Syntactic Devices. (In detail in Table 3).

These factors can all interact to give unity to a text. Implications in the
semantic content are not discussed further here.

The reason for choosing scntence connection for special study is the oft-
heard comment wmong nutive speakers of English teaching i Sweden, that
Swedes are all right at putting a sentence together, but fall down badly in
connected discourse. If this is true, it could be due to the lack of creativity
in written foim in langaage teaching. Most pupils spend & major part of their
time filling in missing words in already completed sentences, and theiefore
get o fairly good grasp of how to construct the bits of a jig-saw puzzle, but
almost none of how to fit them together. Even more unfortunately, they huve
very little idea of how to convey in English something they really want to say
in contrast to what the teacher wants them to say.

2. RESULTS

8.1, RESULTS OF THX LD COUNT

TLe only assumptions made in advance about the expected LDs in tlis
study, was that the essays in Englion would have had an LD of 409, or over,
with « fow between 369, und 409,, if they had been written by native speukers.
The expected 1esults for Swedes writing in English would be sumewhat low-
er.

The actual results show that nine of twenty-five had an LD under 40°,,
but of - hese five had over 39%. Only two had below 369,.

The results given for university students are from the investigation by the
present author (Linnarud 1975:14). If we acce pt the figures for LD as a meus-
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Table 1
Languagoe Lewest Highest  Average LD
Swodish 36.69% 52.109, 43.489,
Englich 35.339% 51.489%, 41,819,
University students
in English 30.409%, 46.969, 39.33%

ure of how near the writer has come to the standard of a native speaker,
the fact that university students have a lower standard than schuol pupils
may seem surprising. One cxplanation may be that the particular students
investigated were nut representative. Another may be found in the piesent
employment situation in Sweden, which is such that language studies at
univusity level are not a very attractive field for the more ambitious students.
There are large numbers of unemployed language teachers as it is. The standard
of proficiency may well be higher on a\erage among the pupils of the second
an thard year at high school than among university students of English
starting their first term. A look at the results on the whole shows that the
iy s for Swedish and English are strikingly similar, although the score for
Sweash is somewhat higher than that for English.

A closer look at individual performances shows that in eight of the twenty-
five cases the LDs in Swedish and in English lie within decimal points of eack
other. Of the .emaining seventeen, thirieen had a higher figure in English than
in Swedish.

It is of greater interest to compare the individual studeni’s perfurmance
with the average r«sult in both Janguages as a more realistic measure of their
comparitive ability in each.

Table 2
English “English
above below Total
average avorage
Swedish above
average 7 3 10
Swedish below
averago 3 9 12
Total 10 12 22

The rmaining three of the twenty-five were within decimal points of the
average in both languages. This means that nineteen of the twenty five kept
on the same side of the average line in both the source and the targe. language.
The answer to the first question posed in the introduction, “Does a studon.
with a limited vucabulary in Swedish also have a limited vocabulary in English,
measured in terms of lexical density?”, must be as follows:
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This and the converse appear to be true of the students in this investiga-
tion.

It is of course exceedingly presunptious to assume that LD measures all
aspects of the students’ lexis. This 13 obvivusly not the casc. Other important
agpeets arc:

1) The mcasure of lexical variety known as the type/token ratio (Kudera
and Francis 1970.356) or lexical variation (LV) (Linnarud 1975:8). These
counts measure the variation in the vocabulary used by the writer and may
well be a more important factor in influencing the evaluator favourably than
LD. A high LD may be achieved with a large amount of 1epetition of a smail
vocabulary.

2) The degree of appropriateness and difficulty of the vocabulary used.
This is to a certain extent the explanation of a high count in lexical variation.
A grusp of words of above average difficulty allows a greater variaiion of
vocabulary.

Another point which has been raised in discussion is, “Dues LD decrease
in proportion to the leugth of the text?"” There scems to be no logical reason
why it should and there is no evidence in these fifty essays that it does. On the
contrary it varies freely tlhioughout cach text and is totally independent of
length.

3.2, RESULTS OF THE INVESTIGATION OF SENTENCE CONNECTION

The most frequently used method was by lexical equivalence, where the
connccting link between sentences was cither arepetition of a lexical word frum
the previous sentence or the use of & synony m or hyponym for that word. Next
in frequency was substitution by pro-forms, where a pro-form such as HE
was substituted for a noun in the previous sentence. Of syntactic devices,
the most fiequently used were logical conuecters, but of them certain sub-sec-
tions such as reformulation or replacement were not used at ull. The most
frequently used logical connecter was BUT and its equivalent in Swedish.
Sentences beginning with AND or BUT are often regarded as unacceptable in
presaiptive teaching but are to be found in written English, and have been
regatded as aceeptable hete, For details of the students’ use of sentenee von-
neeters sec Table 3.

The question, “Do the means of sentence connection vary in the two lan
guages as used by these students?”, can be answered as follows. The essays in
Swedish were shorter than those in English. The fignees can thercfore not be
compared dirculy . However, the students showed o similarity in their patterns
of scntenee connection in both languages. Those who used logical connecters
in the source language also used them in the arget language.
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Table 3
"X | B [ C 1 D TLI‘ G ' H
|SEn|SEn|S En|SEn {SEn|{S En|SEn|SEn
Lexical equivalence TTHF [ FF T+ | A ] |~
Time relaters e |+ [ =] ’ '1 [P A S
Place relaters A R ;—T I —_l-:_—{-, y T-—}?-—
Logical connecters ! f | | i ‘
and --«-+i--—!-—+i T
W T T SE e R i TEE IR AT
onumeration 44 | 4— | T ! r R
addition 7“——; e ’ | T 4 r | -
sunnation ++ ! } Ve .
upi)-nsiti(m o - r‘ T3 | _—:. | ) T- o T T
result S TR T SR - [ T T
mh‘l;\x:(*:(:QMAwwr o T ! -+ -1-.\”-{- 4 T T ‘[ - Tﬂ-}:‘—”?m—
R A A T A
‘«\l'm mulation q——’l—"——T - T“l I T <—‘|’ -
roplucoxm\nt ‘ | ! | | |
commst T - jl-f-;— l T i —i:; : ’T-; ] 'F; -1-4—“. o
cum(\smn R ! [ t
for T T ‘_,“ - | T Tﬁ T 3__7 o T
Substitution profor ns ' | - T” “ﬁr‘ 1 ' ——’E T
noun phrasos/ud\m )mls I I + - R A S VR EUIN T R A
pu-(u( o ‘ ' ‘I ! ‘,
Discourse ref’e;e‘;w - ! - "!' o {" T ‘!“ - ~:‘—~ - ——
sentenco/clause Lot i + i e ke o B D ;b ek
ununpl—l-l‘-:‘!;r*— T T ‘M w.,.r.‘,. 17 i ! Ty T T
Com parison t ' l X ' ' .
blli[;s}:— ) T ' N ; T : A—.AT— 7 —_:“h“ T
(1mln;.un ; i ‘ . ;
sume spoal\m T T T T "f* A-;:'.-r——‘hi LT
Structural paralleli m [ R T BN S ““;‘—‘:—

A H -8 stec nts
S=Swodish
En — Enghsh.

The question, “How do the means of sentence conncction used affect
the evaluator of Jhe written work?”, can be answered as follows, Only once of
the students, fou ¢ in all, given the mark 4, judged by a 5 point scale (that s,
judged goud) dic not have o high rate of usage of logical connecters. Her me-
thud was primatily by means of lexical cquivalents and she used o large and
vatied vocabulary. The students who had the highest number of logical connee-
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ters lad also the greatest variety in their mcans of sentence connection due to
obvivus reasons. This variety would appear to impiess the evaluator favour-
ably. The four essays judged to be good are B, D, ¥ and G in Table 3.

3.3 CURRELATION BETWEEN TiUlE LVALUATTON OF THE STUDENLS WORK IN SWEDISH AND IN
LNGLISH

The marks given fu1 the work in Swedish were not fur the essay alone. The
examination included a sumn.ary and the evaluation is given for the two to-
gether. According to the evaluator the mark giver for the cssay alone would be
identical with the mark for the two together, iu all but one case, where a puor
summaty had brought down the mark well below the student's usual level.
This 15 the case where the marks given in Swedish and in English differ most:
2in Swedish and 4 in English.

Table 4
Sume m Swedish and m English
Mark 4 3
Mark 3 G
Mark 2 3
Total 12

Faghor in Swedish than m Enghsh

Marks 4 and 3
Marks 3 and 2
Marks 2 and 1

Total

gher i English than in Swedish

Marks 4 and 5 1
Marks 3 and 4 1
Marks 2 and 3 1
Marks 2 and 4 1
Total ZN

D, e O

This would scein to suggest thut the result in Swedish is the basic one, Very few
pupils achicve o better result in English than in Swedish, in fact only four out
of twenty-five.

The correlution betw cen students’ performance in the source and the target
language was investigated in Gothenburg, where the conclusion was reached
that those who achieved poor results in their native language also achioved
pour resultsin the targ t language. It was also evident that the source language
interfered with the target languege to a greater extent for pupils who had a
poor performance in the source language (Stende.hl 1972: 117 - 123).
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The fourth and final question from the introduction, ©Is there o correiation
between the Cbility to write well in Swedish and in Englishi, or more correctly
between the evaluation given to the sume student’s work in Swedish and in
English?”, can be answered in the wffizmative In only une case was there a
difference of moie than one mark betw cen the evaluations in the two lunguages,
anct that case las.already been pointed out as being of doubtful value for this
investigation. The conclusion must be that all who write well in Swedish do not
necessarily write well in English, Bat neatly all who write well in English also
write well in Swedish.

4. CONCLUSIONS

Deficiencies in the svutce language are mirtored in the target language.
A below acrage LDt Swedish is usually accompanied by abelow average LD
iu English, suggesting that a linited vocabulary in Swdish is usually accompa-
nied by & limited voeabulary in English.

As far us sentence connection is copuerved, muchnecds to be done to empha-
sise its importance for advanced leamers. Particularly the use of lugical con-
necturs should be given greater attention in teaching, as they appear to be of
importance in influencing the reader to judge the text favourably. A good va-
ricty in means of sentenice cenitection gives an impression of fluency usually
found in the native speaker but ol too seldom in the foreign learner. We must
challenge the fact that all thuse y cars of English studies simply mean a chance
to go through the rules for the siple as vpposed to the progressive or the use
of DO in questions and negation ete. every yearin the same way for nine years
instead of for six or seven. The students are most certainly capable of respend-
ing to increased demands for creativity.
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TAGS IN ENGLISH AND EQUIVALENT CONSTRUCTIONS
IN POLISH

Wiestaw OLERsY

Pedagogical University, Bydgoszes

This paper is divided into two sections. In the first section we shall review
some of the approaches toward: the analysis of tagged sentences in English.
The second scetion will be devoted to the postulation of the perxformative analy-
sis of tagged sentences as best suited for the analysis of these sentences in
English and Polish. For reasons of clarity some terminological problems will
be dealt with at the outset o1 <he first section.

The term TAG has been used in the literature, both theoretical and peda-
gogical, to refer to several constructions frequently found in Spoken English.
Consider the following sentences;

1. Jokn did it, didn’t he?
A 2. John didn’t do it, did he?
3. John did it, did he?
4. John didn’t do it, didn’t he? .
5. Do it now, will you?
B 6. Do it now, won’t you?
7. Don’t do it, will you?
8. Pass me the hammer, would you?
C 9. What a nice girl she is, isn’t she??

! The questiun mark at the end of ach sontonce in (1 - 9 shoald not be taken tu mean
that tney arv all quoestions. In fuct, duferont authors svorn to havo diffurunt fevlings abuut
the quostion mark in tagged suntences, wo shiull ot deside the mattor horo. Onoe 1y nutice
in passing that thu suloctivn of the proper quustivn mark shuuld be related tu the typu of
intonation omployvd, which, in turn, s rolated to sumo desper facturs, o.g., soxmantic in-
torpretation.
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[t is generally agreed that the surface stiuctures of (1 - 9) contain two con-
stituc nts and that the constituent which proceeds the comma belongs to the
category Sentenee. The seeomd constituent is most often referred tu as Tag.

However, the interpretation of the whole construcc tion in question is far from
bewy dear and uniform. This is reflocted in tlie various naries given to senten-
ees (L 9) representing heve three types of the coustrueticon under investigation.
Thus. A type sentences are often called Interrogatizc Tags or Question Tags,
Bty pe sentences are called Imperative Tags, and C-ty pe sentences are called
Exclamnatory Tags.® In some approaches, though, A-type is christened Tag-
ged Declarative (Hudson 1975), and B-type Tagged Imperative (Stockwell
et al. 1973).

Alsu couttoversial is the evaluation of the discoursiv e functon of sentences
like those in (1 - 9). A-type sentences are usually refured to as questions but
Bty po sentences have different interpretations, e.g. “urging’ for (7), ‘command’
for (3) and (6), or ‘request” for (8). C-type sentences have been referred (v as
exclumations (of. MeCawley, N. (1973), also Leech and Svartvik (1975)).

Undoubtedly, these linguists who propuse terms ending in -ive (inter roga-
tive, iuperative, ete ) pay more attention to syntactic properties of the forms
in question, whereas these who propuse terms like ‘question’ or ‘request’,
cte, ate more interested in the function these forms perform in discourse. 4
Buing of an opinion that form wud function must be kept apart in linguistic
altalysis we propose the following terminology, Declwrative, Imperative, and
Exdematory will be used to refer to the mood of the first constituent ofthe
cousts uction under investigation, and the term Tayg will be presersed for the

* Auddleston (1970) suys that the relativn butween the two constituotits 13 that of
patitasies, Foran oatonsne and rovealing disc assion of paratactic onstructions sos Po-
laiski (1967), especially Chaptors: IT and I11.

3 Busidos the abuv e tontioned types Bohingor (1937) arnives at a difforont dussifica-
tron of tags taking intv account buth the woeid order and the wntonstion pattern in tags.
He distinguishes five types of tags;

1. Auxilmry tags: Find them, did he?

2, Tontatons: He will I suppose?

3. lmputations: They'll attend to it later you say?

4. Expheations: How does he Like it I wonder?

5. Lxtonation taga: Says ke is sorry, eh?

Boliuger also mentions turs which oro added aftar 4 Yes No Question, and eyt aftor a
Wh Question, v.g..;

Did he go there did he? (Bolnger 1957:47)
Where's the paper is it? (Belingor 1957:27)

The abuve five ty pes, according to Bolinger (1957) cover unly a part of tho lingwistae phoe-
notena i Enghish that arc usually callod tags, i fuct, he suy s, thero s an unlunited yva-
ricty of tags. Cuttell 11973, 616) alsu niontivns tags attached to Yos/Nu Questions.

* Hartinann and Sturh (1973) invonted & term ‘cunfirmational inturrogative®.
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second constituent. The conjunction of the term, e.g., Declarative Tag, Im-
perative Tag, ete,, will refer to a very superficial churacterization of the whole
construction and will simply mean that a Tag has Leen formed on a declarative
sentence, interrogative sentence, etc. Where the spedfic characterization of
the construction i irrelevant for the discussion a neutral term “tagged senten-
ce’ will be used.

After these preliminaries we shall now dwell on some tendencies in the ana-
lyses of tagged sentences. For reasons of space and time the presentation will
be reduced to A-type sentences, i.o. Declarative Tags.s

Various analyses have been proposed for Declarative Tags in English.

These anaiyses may be divided into two major groups, syntactic analyses and
semantic analyses. We shall deal with them in order.
Syntactic analyses. The central problem in a syntactic analysis is how to
account for the formation of Tags. In the discussions of Tags that may be found
in numerous transformational treatments it is possivle to distinguish two ap-
proaches; according to one of these approaches a tagged sentence is derived
from an underlying simple sentence and the Tag is introduced by means of a
Tag-transformation. Needless to say, there are differences among adherents
of this approach as to the exact formulation of the relevant transformation
but common to all of them 1s a simple-sentenee-source for deriving tags (ef.
Klima (1964); Arbini (1969); Burt (1971); Lester (1971); Thomas (1965)).
In the second approach represented by Huddleston (1970), Stockwell ot al.
(1973), and Sadock (1971) tags are derived from an undetlying compound-
sentence-source. To illustrate these two approaches we shell consider propo-
sals made by Thomas (1965) and Stockwell et al. (1973).

In Thomas (1965:188) the transformation which produces Declarntive
Tags (Thomas uses “tag question’) uses the same structural analysis as the re-
gular interrogative transformation and works in four stages:

. a duplicate tense marker is added

2. a Pro form of the same number and gender us the subject is added after the
duplicate tense marker

3. "n’t’is added to the duplicate tense marker if there is no negative morpheme
present in the matrix sentence

4. 'Q" is deleted

A similar formulation of the transformation in yusstion may be found in Les-

ter (1971: 164).

A slightly different version of the same simple-senteneo-source approach is
disoussed in Stockwell et al. (1973:622 - 624). Declarative Tags are again deri-

[y

¢ Other types of tagged sontences have boon discussed i Kluna (1964), Atbim (1969}
Huddleston (1970). Stockwell ot al (1973), Bulingor (1967), Ktz and Pustal (1964), and
Sadock (1971).
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ved by means of a rule which copies the subject NP and the relevant parts of
Aux aftex a scntence and makes the iag opposite to the main sentence with re-
spect to negation. To avoid a situation where a separate trigger in the base iz
necessary to derive such sentences Stockwcll ¢t al (1973) suggested that WIH
should be generated as a sentence adverb. Thus, the copying rule would operate
on {55a) and convert it to (55b), both examples arc 1epeated here fur cony cuience
after Stockwell et al (1973:623).

55a.
S
Adv S
Conj Np; Mod Ptiop
[1Wh |

Aux X

John has  left

/S\
S Adv
Np, Mod Prop Np, Aux

Aux X

John has left Conj Jonn has
[+ Wh|

In the second approach Declarative Tags are derived from an wderly nig
com pound-sentence-sout cc. Accordmg to Stockwell et al (1973.622) Jokn has
left, hasn't he? is derived fiom (34a) which s the deep structure tepresentation
of John has left, hasn't he?. (34b) is an mtermediate structure ofter the applica-
tion of Conjundtion Spreading, WH Spreading, Conjunction Deletion, Auxilicry
Fronting, WIT Deletion, and Aiternative @ Redurtion to (54a). Then, (54b)
undcrgues the tag iule which moves adverb to post-position and reduces the
question The finul result is represented in (54¢).
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S
S John has left
T
[-or]
[+Wh]  John hasn’tlef5  John has left
54b.
S
A(ll V/\S :>
S John has left
hasn’t John left
X bdc.
S

S/\Aldv

John has left

hasn’t he

The above sketched approach is elso advocated by Sadock (1971). He assu-
mes that the surface form of tag questions mirrors a combination of both an
assertive and an interrogative clausc in deep structure (Sadock 1971:228).
Sadock’s approach is basically semantic and for this reason it will be discussed
in some detail in the next scetion. So far we have attempted a presentation of
what we think typical syntactic approaches towards the analysis of Declara-
tive Tags within a transformational framework. It is not our purpose here to
decide which of the two approa. hics is more adequate. a1 guments for and against
both of the approaches may be found in the quoted literature. It suffices to say
that both approa.ches ave silent about semantic problems involved in the ana-
lysis of tagged sentences. This brings us to the second group of the analyses pro-

posed for tagged sentences, i.e. semantic analyses.
) Semantic analyses. Now the problem is ot how to derive o tagged scntence
tra.nsforma.tionglly but how to account for its meaning.

[ 1.G Lt
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Aceurding to Cattel (1973) tags are used to eonvey the speaker’s attitude
towards what is expressed in the :nein clause (i.c. the clause on which the tag
is form.od. Catt il ealls it a ‘host clause’), and to ask whether the listener agiees
with it. The anal, sis of sentenees like (10) and (11) has led him to the eonclu-
sion that the problem f matching vs. contrastive polarity in tagged ser tences
(sume linguists use other pairs, e.g. positive vs. negative polarity, or constant
vs. reversed polarity ) does not have tu be related to syntactic plienomena but
tu a seuantie nature of polarity. Thus, tag questivns with contrastive pularity
tu their hosts represent thie speaker’s point of view and question tags with
matching polarity do not represent the speaker’s puint of view. Lc ¢, us now have
a brief look at Cattell’s analysis.

10. T} .ok is obscene, is if?
11. The book is obscene, tsn't it?
12. Sally isn’t pregnant, is she?®

Under his analysis the point of view expressed in the host clause of (10) is not
the speaker’s. In (11), on he other hand, the speaker is offering his own opi-
nion. In both cases, say s Cattell, the speaker 18 asking the listeior for agreement.
Then, he argues that sentences like (12) may have three interpretations,
1. one where the host elause is the eonfident viewpoint of the speaker
2. one where the host elause is still the view-point of the speaker but only
tentatively
3. one where the host clause is not the viewpoint of the speaker.
These diflerences in meaning are, aecording to Cattell, reflected in different
intunation contours, the falling intunation eontuur for the first intepretation,
the rising intonation contour for the sccond, and the rising intonation eontour
for the third. Tv explain an apparent contradiction tv the effeet that eontrasti-
ve polarity tags express the speaker’s point of view, whieh is not the case for
the third interpretation Cattell assumes that
a. the first and the second iuterpretations may be pataphrased as (13), and the
third onc as (14).
b. the negative is part of the basie sentenee for interpretations
(1) and (2), and it is part of the question for interpretation (3).

13. It vs correct that Sally tsn’t pregnant, isn’t it?
14. It isn’t correct that Sally is pregnant, is it?

There are four observations to be made about Cattell’'s analysis of (12).
Furstly, if (13) is a paraphrase of (12) under intepretations (1) and (2), and if
what Cattell calls the host clause in (12) is what he ealls the underlying host

" (10), (11), (12), as well as (13) and (14) are ropeated hore after Cattell whore thoy
apponr as (12a), (12b), (21), (36), and (36b,, respectively. Iu (14) which is Cattell’s (36b)
tho phrase ... by any chance... has buou vinmtted as it 1s irrelevant for the discussion.




T'ags in English and equivalent constructions in Polish 101

clause ir (13) then Cattell contradicts himself since intepretations (1) and (2)
both involve contrastive polarity, which is not the case in (13). However,
Cattell’s provosal works for (14) because here the host clause and the tag show
matching polarity and therefore the host clause does not represent the speaker’s
point of view. Secondly, if, however, the host clauses for (13) and (14) are I¢ 53
correct that..., and It isn’t correct that... respectively, then the tags show con-
trastive polarity to their respective host clauses both in (13) and (14). The situa-
tion reverses now; Cattell’s proposal is good for (13) but not for (14). Thirdly,
it seems to us that both in (13) and (14) the tag has been formed on the first
clause, i.e., It is correct... in the case of (13) and It isn’t correct... in the case of
(14) and not on the second clause, i.e., Sally isn’t pregnant... and Sally is
pregnant..., respectively for (13) and (14). If the latter was the casc the subject
NP which is repeated in the tag would have to be ske. Incidentelly, English al-
lows to form tags on both clavses. Langendoen (1970.10 - 20) reports on the
results of an experiment in which his students were asked to play a game he
called “The Walrus and the Alligator”. The aim of the game is to practice tag
formation. “Walrus™ says any declarative sentence he pleases and ““Alligator”
must respond to it by adding the appropriate tag as if he were “Walrus™ him-.
self. For our purposes it is cnough to quote two examples, figures to the right
of “Alligator’s” respunses represent the number of students who selected the
&'ven tag. The totai number of students participating in the cxperiment was
fourty six.

W: [ belteve that Dr Spock is innecent.

A: Don’t I? 36
dsn’t he? 10
W: Dr Spock is innocent, I believe.
A Isn't he? 38
Don’t 1? 7
Isn't it? 1 |

"The above examples clearly show that native speakers of English, at least na-
tive speakers of American English, form tags on the main clause though the
formation on tlic subordinate clause or a parenthetical expression s also pus-
sible but less frequent. Finally, Cattell's account of tagged sentences seems to
veveal more about the meaning of the host claus. than of the tag, let alone the
whole tagged sentence. Moreover, he makes no proposals about somne sort of
formalism that would rdate structures like (13) and (14) to surface forms,
ie, to (12). The need for such formalism has been recently pointed out by
Polaiski (1975:13) who states that:

“Explications may cither bo clos. iy rdlated to nuwural language sentences or to the
formulas of mathematical logic. ... (loe ¢it) A much mory impurtant problem is the
question of the manuer of relatuag theso structures tu che surfuce structures. A cone
sistont sot of rules mudelled vn & furmahised sy stom 13 neeessary mn this field™,
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Another version of the semantic approach has been offered by Hudson
(1975). He attemnpts an analysis of what he calls Tag-Questions in terms of
illocutionary furces. Howevetr, by Tag-Question Le means the constituent added
after the comma, i.c., the tag alone. In his analysis sentences like (1) and (2)
would consist of « declarative and an interrogative. The mesning of the whole
sentence (in owt terminology proposed above such a sentence is called a Declara-
tive Tag) is, according to Hudson, an automatic consequence of the interaction
between the meanings of the declarative and the interrogative. In other words,
the illocationary meaning of tagged declaratives is made up oi the intersection
of the possible illocutivnmy meanings of declaratives and interrogatives.
Accordingly, Hudson assumes that the meaning of tags in tagged declaratives
is identical with the vrdinary mcaning of interrvgatives, whereas the meaning
of declaratives in tagged declaratives is identical with the ordinary meaning
of declaratives. Therefoie, vne of his conclusions is that there is no need for
special statements in a graminar about the mcsning of the whole tagged sen-
tence. However, while discussing polar interrogatives (his term for Yes/No
interrogatives) Hudson (1975.23) notices that they are different with respect
to conductiveness. pular interrogatives may be non-vonductive, positively-
conductive, and negatively conductive. The non-cunductive interpretation for
tagged dedaratives must beiuled out. It follows, then, that tags with matching
polarity arc all positively -conductive, and these with contrastive polarity are
negatively-conductive. Hudson then argues that delcaratives with contrastive
polarity tags (for exampie (1) and (2) given above) can be mateled functionally
by simple interrogatives with negative or positive polarity, similar to that in
the tag. Under this analysis (1) could be matched by (15), aud (2) by (16).

15. Didn’¢ John do it?
16. Did John do it?

On the other hand, declarative tags with matching pelarity correspond to
positively-conductive interiogatives, (3), and () would correspond to (17),
and (18) respectively.

17. Did John do it?
18. Didn’t John do it?

By way ot commentany it may be said that Hudson's treatment of declara-
tive tags is inconsistent, if not contradictory. As was mentioned above,
Le daims that the meaning of tagged declaratives is made up of the possible
meanings of declatative und interrogative sentences that are members of the
tagged sentenice. Howevet, it is difficult to imagine how one can state sumething
in the declarative (which is characteristic of declaratives) and then express
ignorance on the very same thing in the interrogative (which is characteristic
of interrogatives). This has beew pointed out by Sadock (1971.228) who claims
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that (19) is ill-formed if it is to reprasent an underlying structure for tagged

sentences.
speaker “declare” E speaker “‘ask” o

19.
where “E" stands for a proposition.

Hudson’s treatment of the functional relationship holding between inter-
rogatives and tagged declaratives must also be rejected because it simply does
not work.

If instead of the expression ‘matches funetionally’ we use a mark of equali-
ty““=""we obtain the following pairs of sentences that match functionally
under Hudson’s analysis.

A 1=15 B. 3=17
2=16 4=18

But notice that (15) is identical with (18), and (16) is identical with (17);
in fact, they are the same sentences. Therefore, we can postulate C cmpIO) g
“="" to stand for identical sentences as well.

C. 15=18
16=17

It is casy to notice that if (1) is matched functionally by (15) and (15) is identi-
<al with (18) then (1) is also matched by (i8). Then, since (18) matches function-
ally with (4) it follows that (4) matches functionally with (1) as well. The same

reasoning may be applied to (2) and (3). Thus we arrive at D.

D. 1=4
2=3

It scems to us that D is false because it is very unusual if possible at all for (1),
., John Jd it, didn't he? to match functionally with (4), i.e., John didn’t
do it, didn't he?

Tn connection with Hudson (1973) it may be added that he is unclear about
the intersection of the possible illocationa1y meanings of declaratives and inter-
rogatives and that his understanding of ‘illocutionary meaning’ is closer to
Cohen's (1971) idea of ‘illocutionary meaning’ than to Austin's (1962) ‘illo-
cutionary force’.

As we have seen the semantic analyses of Declarative "Lags that were ske-
tched above, as well as the syntactic unalyses, all suffer from various inconsis-
tencies and/or misinterpretations. In the above presented wpproaches the pro-
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blems of intonation in tagged sentences are very often reduced to marginal ob-
servations A more extensive study of intonation patternsin tagged sentences
in English and their relation to syntactic/semantic features of the tagged sen-
tences which contain these patterns may be found in Bolinger (1957), Sinclair
(1971), Quirk et al (2971), and Cygan (1973). However, the authors of papers
dealt with above should not be blamed for neglecting intonation in tagged sen-
tences since their attention was concentrated on syntactic/semantic consider-
ation. For similar reasons we shall have nothing more to say about intonation
in tagged sentences here

We have reviewed above what we think to be main tendencies in the analysis
of Declarative Tags in English. It is time now to turn to Polish. However,
there is a serious problem here. According to a common belief there are no Tags
in Polish, and, indeed, the syntactic intepretations for Tags in English pre-
sented in tie previous section would result in ungrammatical sentences if ap-
plied to Polish. For example, (20) and (21) as counterparts of (1) and (2) res-
pectively, in Polish, are all ungrammatical.

20. *Jan to zrobil, a. (czy) nie on?
b. (czy) nie zrobil on?
21, *Jan tego nie zrobil, a. czy on?
b. (czy) zrobil on?

The semantic interpretations dealt withabove are not kelpful, either. What is
more, the above presented approaches do not even allow for the identification
of the proper equivalents, of English tagged senteuces in Polish. If pressed by
this contention v-e assume that Tags arc absent from Polish we may he happy
as linguists but we are faced with an uneasy situationas teachers of English.
We simply have to answer the following questions, What do we do, es speakers
of Polish, in sitaations endjor contexts where the English use a Tag? And next,
How are we to teach these English forms successfully to Polish learners? There
is also another aspect of this situation; how to translate English Tags inte Po-
lish. Undoubtedly, answers to these questions would have some pedagogical
validity. They would also bear on some theorctical issues relevant to the con-
trastive analysis. As to the latte:, it Las been pointed out by R. Lakoff (1972)
that we should not be discouraged by superficial differences among languages.
She argues, for example, that Tags in English formed on declaratives are intei-
mediate between a statement and a question. The effect of a tag is t0 suiven the
declaration from an exprestion of certainty, demanding belief, to an expression
of likelihood, merely requesting it. Lakoff, then, points out that the same dis-
tinction may be made in Japanese, though with different syntactic means.

It is, therefore, possible that similar effects may be achieved in different
languages with different means. One language may employ syntactic processes
to realize some effects and another language mwy employ morpliolugical
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processes to achieve the same or at least similar effects.” The important thing
is to have a linguistic theory that would make it possible to account for such
differences in a systematic way.

We have seen above that the presented proposals to analyse English tagged
Sentences cannot be applied to Polish because they do not constitute a reliable
‘tertium comparationis’. What we need is a linguistic theory that would allow
us to analyse functions some elements of a language perform in linguistic
communication.

It will be assumed here that the theory of speech acts might be a good
candidate. The validity of this theory to linguistic research has been argued
for quite convincingly by a number of linguists; we shall not repeat these argu-
ments here. It seems that this theory has more to offer with respect to the ana-
lysis of tagged sentences than the approaches reviewed above.

Stemming from the theory of performative verbs and the theory of speech
acts is the analysis of tagged sentences in English offered by R. Lakoff (1969).

Lakoff argues that sentences like (1) and (2) should be derived from under-
lying structures like (22) and (23), respectively.

22. I suppose John did it.
28. 1 suppose John didn’t do it.

According to Lakoff, sentences like (1) and (2), though they share some syntac-
tic properties of questions are not synonymous with them. In fact, they can
be ireated as statements of supposition of a positive answer with an implied
request not for information (which is characteristic of normal questions) but
for reassurance that the supposition is correct. All this is supposed to be ex-
pressed in (22), and (28), where suppose is an abstract performative verb.

Despite an obvious oversimplification, we shall assume, after Lakoff,
tentatively, that the proposed structures i.e., (22) and (23) are correct sources
accounting for the communicative functions of (1), and (2). We shall also as-
s*me that (22) and (23) cin be rendered into Polish as (24) and (26), respecti-
vely.

24. (Ja) praypuszczam, e Jan to zrobil.
25. (Ja) przypuszezam, ze Jan tego nie 2robil.

The above assumption has serious theoretical implications. It means that ab
some such level of analysis as is represented by (22) and (23) for English, and
by (24) and (25) for Polish these two languages are comparable. In other words,
English and Polish are comparable at the level of communicative functions,
which (22 25) represent.

? Both torms; ‘syntactic’ and ‘morpholegicnl’ procosses are takon in the narrow
scnse.
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In seareh of the exponents of the communieative fvnctions expressed in
(24) and (25) we propose (26 - 29):

26. Jan to zrobit, e. prawda?
b. co? co nie?
c. 1o nie?
d. nieprawdaz?
27. Chyba Jan to zrobit?
28. Jan tego nte zrobil, a. prawda?
b. co? co nie?
c. no nie?
. d. nieprawdaz?
29. Jan chyba iego nie zrobit?

I is not diffieult to notice that (26 a- d, and 27), as well as (282 —d, and 29),
arc very close in their communicative function to the English sentences (1),
and (2).

Interestingly enough, the performative analysis of sentenees like (1) and (2),
which made it possible to propose sentences (26 - 29) as their Polish equiva-
lents is confirmed by the data evllected fiom various professional translations
of English tagged sentences into Pclish. Consider the following pairs;

30. You are Rin Tin Tin, aren’t you? (I. Murdoek 1958:198).

31, Prawda, ze jeste$ Rin Tin Tin? ( —,— 19756:227).

32. You're a preity bright boy, aren’t you? (E. Hemingway 1961:72).
33. Cwaniak z ciebie, co? ( == 1974:280).
34. I have ears, don’t I1? (L. Shaw 1957:20).

35. Bo mam uszy. Co, moze nie? { —,,— 1975:24).

3G. He comes here to eat every nigi't, don’t he? (E. Hemingway 1961:84).
37. Przychodzt tu jeSc co wieczor, no nie?  ( —,,— 1974:292).
38. But you are a Roman yourself, aren’t you? (R. Kipling 1924:144).
39. Ale ty chyba sam tez jeste§ Rzymianinem? ( —,— 1934:160).

The above examples should not ereate a false impression that it is always
the cuse that English tags are translated into Polish as prawde, co, ete. Very
ofter. English tagged sentences appear as interrogatives in Polish translations,
eg:

40. Ridiculous, isn't it? (J. Conrad 1923:188).
41, Czy to nic $mieszne? ( —,— 1973:102).

Eten a superficial analysis of Declarative Tags in English and equivalent
constructions in Polish allows for certain observations to be made. For ease of
exposition and brevity prawda, co, cte., will be referred to as “tags’.
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1. “T'ags’in Polish do not show the systematic relationship holding between the
tag and the deelarative on which it is built; characteristic of the tag forma-
tion in English.

2. "Tags’ in Polish scem to be neutral with respect to polarity; prawda, co,
ete., ean be added freely after o declarative with or without a negative ele-
ment.

3. Prawda occurs both finally and initially; in the latter case it is followed by

‘ze-clause’.
. Chyba does not occur finally.
5. "Tags’ in Polish do not display the variety of intonational patterns charac-
teristic of tags in English.

™.

On the basis of the above observations we can now conelude that Declara-
tive Tags in English are significantly different from the vquivalen$ construe-
tious in Polish in their syntactic proper!: .. This, at least in part, explains
the unability of the syntactic approaches reviewed above to establish a basis
that would allow one to perform an adequate contrasiive analysis of tagged
sentences in English and Polish. However, the facts presented in (30 - 41)
allow to assume that the general line of aral,~.s is correet and that the perfor-
mative analysis of Declarative Tags in English may be successfully performed
and it proves helpful in the identification of the equivalent constructions in
Poligh. We shall not discuss the type of equivalence that is at stake here. The
problems of equivalent cons.ructions heve boen extensively discussed in Krze-
szowski (1974).

As was mentioned above the communicative functions of tagged sentences
in English and Polish are very much the same. A question arises whether the
analysis of tags proposed by R. Lakoff (1969) is adequate. Earlier in this paper
we assumed, beniatively, that it had been; it allowed us to identify the communi
catively equivalent forms in English and Polish. Now, we have to reject
Lakoff’s analysis for the following reasons:

1. Suppose cannot function as the performative predicate beeause it is not a
verb of saying {cf. in this connection Karttunon 1974).

2 It is diffioult to see how suppose can form a performative clause without
being able to take you as its direet object.

3 Suppose, together with a number of other verbs such as 0.g. believe, think,
guess, assume, etc., belongs to a clogs of verhs which cxpress ‘personal at-
titude’ towards the proposition following them; we shall eall the o verbs
‘attitudinal verbs’. This class of verbs is distinet from the class of ‘per-
formative verbs’.

4 Declarative Tags in English are complex : _.mantically and functionally.
Lakoff’s analysis does not capture this complexity. Moreover, experimental
data reported by Smackey and Beym (1970) point to the fact that tags
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m English are very cumplex psycholinguistic patterns snd the kinds of
attitudinal meuning. .s well as emotional qualities they vonvey are more
complex thex: has been suspested.

It seemus reasonable to propose that one and the same Declarative Tag
may be analysed as having diffecent comnmunicutive functions. An adequate
analysis of Declarative Tags ir. English shouid account for all cunimunicative
fursctivns these tags signal in linguistic communication. Otherwise the analy sis
is pattial, Needless to say most of the existing analysis of tagged sentences
arc only partial without being called so.

It will be proposed here that one such function of Declarative Tags in
English is w cxpress a request for confirmativn of what was stated in the
declarative constituent of the tagged sentence. This proposal may be represen-
ted as in (42);

42. I request of you that you confirm S’

(42) seems to indicate the following:

1. The parson who utters something that may be represented by (42) is expuct-

ing sonie response. this has not been accounted for in Lakoff’s analysis.

(42) contains « very clear indication that two persons are participating in

the given linguistie situation.

3. The two clauses I request of you that you confirm... are the underlying
source for the surface oecurrence of the tag.

w

It is important to Lear in mind that (42) represents only one possible
function that muy be carried out by « declarative tag, nameiy that of a request
fur confirmation of the proposition eapressed in “S’. The analysis is therefore,
partial. This analysis cau be casily extended to account for Polish sentences.
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DEFINITENESS IN FINNISH

ANDREW CHESTERMAN

Oniversily of Helsinki

Definiteness is a particalarly thorny corner in Fininsk syntax. It has proved
notoriously difficult to define and describe explicitly, and has been the subject
of great controversy among Finnish linguists for at lesst 70 years. It also
causes well-nigh insuperable languuge learning problems, both for Finns
learning languages which have & clearer expressior of definiteness, and for
ron-Tinns struggling with the hewilderingly diffuse realization of this category
ir Finnish.

Whet follows is an attempt to outline the present “state of she art” in
this area of Finnish, and to compare it with certain features of English and
Polish. (The question of genericity, howevur, will not be discussed here.)

1. THE TERM SPESIES!

The general category of definiteness appears in Finnish grammar under
the name of spesies, a term which was introduced by the Swedish linguist
Noreen (1904), who distinguished three categories of spestes in Swedish:
definite, indefinite, and ‘general’. The Finnish Language Commission adopted
the term spesies in their 1915 report, but they defined the category as having
only two members: definite spesies, applying to objects which were ‘known
or previously mentioned’; and indefinite spesies, for objects which were ‘un-
known or not previously mentioned” (38; all translations are my own). It has,
of course, since been pointed out that ‘known’ need not imply ‘previously
mentioned’ bt also ‘known by virtue of the situation’; and that tho terms
of the oppusition are beiter thought of as simply ‘kmown’ or ‘unknown’.

——

! The Finnish spelling will bo used throughout.
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It was ewcly realized that “in Finnish there is no one way of expressing
the category of spesies which could be compared e.g. ¢o the articles of many
Indv-Buropean languages” (Ahlman 1928.134). Attempts wece therefore
made to list and describe all the various ways in which the “known/unknown’
opposition cuuld be expressed.? (E. g. Ahlman 1928; Hakulinen 1946; Tkola
1954). These huve included the following. nominative vs. partitive case, aomi-
native vs. genitive case, partitive vs. accusative case, word order, number
coneord between subject and verb, number of verb after subject preceded by a
cardinal, agreemnent between subject and muodifier, pronouns used as determi-
ners, intunation, stress, whether or not the noun concerned is psychological
subject or psychological predicate, capital vs. lower case initial letters, and
various combinations of these factors acting together.

"Two central factors were casc — particularly the partitive case — and
subject-verb concord. The relatiuns betwecn these, existential sentences and
spesies were the subject of o still controversial debate in Viritidjd, the journal
of the Finnish Language Society, in the 1950's.3

Eventually o suggestion was made by Siro (1957), which has since been
taken up by other linguists (Ikola 1964, Itkonen 1975; Enkvist 1975). Siro
argued that spesies was not vne thing, but two. On the one hand, it concerns
whether the noun is thought of as denoting a total or partial amount — this
Sitv called yuantitative spesies. if the amount denoted by the noun is conside-
red us total, the quantitative spesies is definite, and if partial, indefinite. On
the otlier hand, spesies concerns whether the noun has a known or unknown
referent — this he called notive spesies, and this too may be definite (if the
referent is known) or indefinite (referent unknown). What is meant exactly
by ‘known’ is not discussed in detail, but it may be taken to mean “iquely
identifinble’.

Notive spesies corresponds to the system of reference which determines

_the use of the English articles, and yuantitative spesies is to some extent

relaced to the count/mass distinction, as will be scen below.
I shall now discuss cach spesies-type in more detail, and finally consider
the relations between thein.

2. QUANTITATIVE SPESIES

Quantitative spesies (hercafter QS) is cxpressed primarily by case: the
partitive case shows indefinite QS, and the nominative (for subject nouns
and predicate complement nouns; or accusative (for object nouns) show
definite QS.

1 The torms "oxpress’ and ‘shuw " aro used very luusoly m this papor, which is moro &
proliminary discussion than a forinal analysis,
3 Tho debate is roviowed and discussed in German by Schlachter (1968).
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(1) Ltha (nom.) oly poydalld. ("The meat was on the table.")
(2) Lihaa (patt.) ol poydalla. ("Some meat was on the table.’)
(8) Soemme likan (acc.). (*We ate the meat.’)

(4) Soimme lihaa (paxt.). (*We ate (some) meat.’)

However, it is by-no means always possible to express QS in this way. There
are & number of conditions which must be fulfilled, of which the first concerns
the concept of divisibility in Finnish (see e.g. Barrett 1953).

Opinions differ as to whether this term is best described as syntactic or
semantic, but it will be treated here as semantic. A noun in Finnish is thought
of as being either divisible or non-divisible. Non-divisible nouns are those
whose referents are conceived of as individual units, which .an be multiplied
but not divided: thus poike (“boy’) can be meltiplied (one can think of boys,
three boys), but a divided boy, part or parts of a boy, cannot still be conceived
of as ‘boy” (in non-cannibalistic cultures, at least). Divisible nouns, however,
can be divided in this way: vesi (‘water’) is conceptually divisible, since &
less-than-total amount of water is still “watex’. .

This appears similar to the English count/mass distinction, but there is a
difference: plural nouns in Finnish are also divisible. Poja¢ (‘boys’) can be
divided conceptually into individual units, individual boys. (Plural invariable
nouns, such as kasvot ('face’) are, hcwever, conceptually non-divisible.) Thus
in Finnish the major distinction is not between count and mass, but between
singular count (non-divisible) on one hand, and plural count and mass (both
divisible) on the other. The Finnish distinction neatly describes the distribu-
tion of (an) (for indefinite non-divisibles) vs. some or the zero article (for
indefinite divisibles) in Englich.

The first condition for the expression of QS is thus that the noun must
be conceptually divisible: logically enough, only divisible nouns can be cunsi-
déred capable o: lenoting a total or partial quantity at all.

The second condition is that the noun must be functioning either as subject,

. predicate complement or object in its clause, since only these positions allow
the nominative or accusative cases.

The third and fourth conditions relate to the expression of the QS of the
object noun only, and concern the complex nature of the partitive case, which
has a veritable multitude of functions, * only one of which is to show indefinite
QS. It is also used to express irresultative (imperfective) aspect.® if the verb
is “inherently irresultative’ (e.g. if it is a verb of perception or emotion), or
if it is used in an irresultative sense, the direct object must be in the parti-
tive, as illustrated by the following examples.

(e

4 8eo o.g. Denison (1987), Tkola (1972), Itkonen (1975). R
* Finnish can also show irresultative aspect overtly in the (nun-stative) v urb, although
it rarely noods to; and in such cases the direct object also takes the partitive.

3 Pépers and studlel..‘. . ! i 1 1 1
ERIC
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(6) Rakastan sinua (part.). (‘I love you.” — Inherently ihresultative.)
(6) Mies ampus linnun (ace.). (‘The man shot the bird.” — Resultative

sense: the bira was shot dead.)

(1) Mies ampus litua (part.). ("The man shot and wounded the bird’,
or *...shot at... or “...wasshooting...’. — Irresultative sense: several equiva-
lents are possible, depending on how the irresultativeness is interpreted.)

This rule for the partitive takes precedence over the expression of QS.
The third conditior. for the expression of QS is therefore that the verb must
be resultative or used in a resultative sense. Sentences with a verb that could
be interpreted irresultatively and a divisible abject in the partitive are thus
ambiguous. example (4) abuve could either have the interpretation given there
— ‘resultative action plus indefinite QS’ — or the interpretation ‘irresulta-
tive action plus ambiguvus or unexpressed QS’, in which case the verb might
be rendered “we were eating’. ‘

Yet another function of the partitive is to mark the direct object in nega-
tive sentences. ¢ This rule for the partitive overrides both QS expression and
the irresultative rule, so that the fourth condition, for the expression of the
QS of object nouns, is that the sentence must be (semantically) non-negative.

The fifth and last condition concerns a restriction on the use of ti.e partitive
for (unquantified) subject nouns: the subject can only be in the partitive if
the verb is existential,” in whick case the verb is invariably singular, regardless
of the number of the subject. But given an existential verb, negation alone
is enough to produce a partitive subject, regardless of the QS. The fifth condi-
tion, therefore, i1s that for QS to be expressed in the subject noun the verb
must be both existential and non-negative.®

Conditions 2 - 5 are restrictions on when QS may be realized by case.
It should be pointed out, however, that QS may also be expressed overtly
by quantifiers such as muutama (‘a few’) etc., in which case these conditions
need not hold.

Despite the apparent diversity of these functivns of the partitive they do
seem to have scmething in common. The idea of partialness or incompleteness
can be related tu nouns {indefinite QS) and to verbs (irresultative aspect)®, and

* Theso include suntorces thut may bo syntact cally*non-negativo, y ot oxpross doubt
er oxpect a nogative answer, otc.

7 Soo Moreau (1972) for a discussion of why this sheuld be se.

* It would, however, be snoro accurate to say that in order to alluw a Q8 contrast to
be oxpressud i the subjuct thu verb must bu putentially oxistential, bucauso if a divisible
subjoct 15 in the nommative — showing definto QS - the vorb may lore its existential
force. Sov examples (1) und (2) abere. (1) would hardly bo classed as an vx 'stential sentonco.
Opinwns diffor un prousely huw the Finsh existential svntonco ehould be defined, sco
Schlachter (1068).

* This dues nut apply only to Finnish, of course. Dahl and Karlson (1976) compare
the functivns of tho Finnish partitive with those of the Russian genitive. both ceses can
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negation is surely the very essence of incompleteness, since the action of
the verb then never occurs at all, and the object is as far as possible from being
totally involved. Several linguists have attempted to formulate this common
element. Tkola (1972) speaks of whether or not the action expressed by the
verb has “caused in the situation a change of such & kind that the action
could not be continued” (9); it there is no such change, the object is in the
partitive. Similarly, Dahl and Karlsson (1975) suggest that the decisive fac-
tor is,whether or not there is a crucial change in the state of the referent of
the object. And at the end of his thesis Dension (1957 . 262) concludes that the
essence of the partitive is “the implication of indefiniteness and incompleteness®.

Nevertheless, as Dahl and Kerlsson point out, there are problems with
the spesies of quantified nouns which have yet to be sulved (and vhich will
not be touched on here). Alsv, the fact that more than one distinct interpre-
tation is often possible for sentences containing a partitive object suggests
that, for contrastive purposes at least, the three major functions of the case
are best described separately. (See e. g. the ambiguity of (4) discassed under
the third condition, above.)

3. NOTIVE SPESIES

Notive species (NS) is defined in terms of whether or not the noun has a
known referent.

It has been said that there is a Jink between NS and stress (e. g. Hakulinen
1946, Siro 1964; see also Szwedek 1975). Yet it may be argued that this link
is, at best, an indirect one. Sentence stress indicates the information structure
of the clause (cf. Halliday 1970), and it is reasonable to expect that nouns
with unknown referents should normally be new information, and henco
stressed. But the sentence stress of new information by no means invariably
falls on nouns with unknown referents, indeed, it need not fall on a noun at
all. Tf it does fall on a noun, it indicates no more than that the noun in ques-
tion represents new information. Of course, if the referent of a noun is “known’
(notively definite) because it has already been mentioned, then this noun is
unlikely to be stressed as new information, since by definition it is in fact
‘given’, not new.!® On the other hand, a noun that is “known* because of the

show imporfoctive aspect; and both aro affocted by negation. Szwedek (1975:172 ff)
argues that the purfoctiv e/ ixuporfective aspuctual contrast in Polish can bo shown by word
* order, which in turn can also bo used to show whether a noun is coroferontial or not.
Coreferentiality, however, would by treeted under notive spesies in Finnish, Lat seo soo-
tion 4 bolow.

3¢ Tt should be noted, however, that ‘now information’ is not an ambiguous torm;
seo Dahl (1876).
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situation, not because of a previous mention, can readily be made new infor-
mation and stressed since it has not been ‘given’. Unknown referents tend
to be stressed not because they are unknown referents, but because they
are normally new intormation. The relation between NS and stress therefore
seems to be more a question of logical deduction than ‘ef syntax, and it is
misleading to describe stress as ‘expru.sing’ NS. Rather: stress expresses
information structure, information structure is (partly) determined by pre-
vious ccntext, and previous context is one factor which can make the referent
of a noun ‘known’.

Notive spesies in Finnish need not be overtly expressed at all: some nouns,
simply by virtue of their meaning, already have unique — and hence known —
referents, and their definite NS needs no further expression. These nouns
include proper nouns, nouns normally considered to have, automatically, re-
ferents made unique by the context or situation, such as aurinko (‘the sun’)
etc; and possesscd nouns, with a possessive suffix and/or a genitive modifier,
such as isdnt (‘my father’), talon (gen.) isdnid (“the mas'er of the house’).

Overt syntactic expression 1s primarily of two kinds. The first involves word
order, and it can be usefully described in terms of the thematic structure of
the sentence, provided that the.ne and rheme are defined formally, with refe-
rence to word order alone. The following sentences illustrate the point.

. (8) Mies oli keiltidssa, (“The man was in the kitchen.’)
(9) Kesttiossd oli mites. (“In the kitchen was a man.’)

In (8) mies ("man’) must be interpreted cs being notively definite since it ap-
pears in the theme. In (9) the rcverse is the case: mies has indefinite NS, ap-
peuring in the rheme.

The second syntactic means of expressing NS is the use of certain function
words, in particular the pronouns se (‘it’, the plural form is ne) and joku
(‘someone’). Their usc — especialiy that of s — is frequent in colloquial
speech. (Compare ten and j2ki$ in Poiish.) Hence the difference between (10)
and (11).

(10) Se mies oli keittioss:. (“The man was in the kitchen.’)
(11) Joku mies oli keittivssd. (A man was in the kitchen.”)

Szwedek (1975:121ff) argues that there are certain cases where the use
of the Polish pronouns is essential, a fact which confirms their status as ‘sub-
stitute articles’. In

(12) Kiedy wszedtem zobaczylem, e jaki$ meiczyzna stoi pray oknie. (‘When I
entered I saw that a man was standing by the window.’)

Jjakié is apparently essential if a non coreferential interpretation is wanted,
since otherwise the thematic position of mezezyzne (‘man’) would produce a
reading with a known referent. Precisely the same is true of Finnish:

114




Definiteness in Finnish 117

(12a) Kun tulin stsdin ndin, etté joku mies seisos ikkunan luena.

If joku is omitted, and if the same word order is preserved, mies (‘msn’) can
no longer have indefinite NS, .

The case is the same if a notively definite mterpretation is required for a
noun * the rheme: the pronoun is essential.

(13) ?Kun tulin sisddn ndin, etti tkkunan luona seisoi se mies.

True, this sentence sounds rather strange; and it is interesting that the cor-
responding Polish is also odd, if just acceptable:

(13a) ? Kiedy wszedlem zobaczylem, ze przy oknie stoi ten mezczyzna.
The English, too, is slightly unnatural:

(13b) ?When I entered I saw that by the window was standing the man.

(This is somewhat improved if there is added: ... there was standing ...)

These three languages, therefore, seem to dislike tkis conflict between the
interpretation determined by the ‘definite pronoun-cum-article’ and the
rhematic position. A different word order would be preferred in each case to
resolve the conflict.

However, for both Finnish and Polish it may be suggested that these
two syntactic means of cxpressing NS are not of equal strength, as it were:
in both languages thematically determined NS can be overruled by function
words.

The normal thematic determination can also be overruled if the noun in
question has been situationally or contextually determined. Thus in

(14) Ovella oli Pauli. (*At the door was Pauli.’)
the nown Pauli must, by virtue of its status as a proper noun, have a known
referent, despite its position in the rheme.

Yet the normal situational/contextua} determination may in turn be
overruled by function words; or, more accurately, the presence of functions
words may preclude the situational/contextual determination which would
otherwise normally hold. In

(18) Joku Pauli oli ovella. (‘some Pauli (or other) was at the door’, or
‘Someone who says his name is Pauli...")
the noun 7auli must have indefinite NS, despite its proper noun status and
also despite ity thematic position.

The three main ways in which NS can be expressed in Finnish, therefore,
appear to constitute a hierarchy:. if there are function words_ (substitute arti-
cles) they express it; if there are none, it may be ‘covertly” expressed by the
situation or context; and if the NS is still unexpressed, it is revealed by the
word order alone. .

The influence of case and QS on NS is discussed below.
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4. THE RELATIONS BETWEEN NOTIVE AND QUANTITATIVE
SPESIES

Although spesies has been considered so far in terms of its two types, it
is difficult to represent them as being entirely distinct, of equivalent status,
and independent of each other. There are many cases where the NS is expres-
sed only indirectly, via the context or situation. Further, there are cases where
the definiteness or indefiniteness of one of the spesies-types seems to be in-
compatible with the indefiniteness of definiteness of the other type, for a
given noun.

For example, if the QS of a given noun is indefinite, it is difficult to sce
how the NS of this noun could be definite. indefinite QS surely precludes th~
possibility of a known referent for the partitive noun, although such a noun
may of course be modified by a noun with a known referent. It has been argued
(e. g in Siro 1964) that in the sentence

(16) Tdmdn sarjan (gen.) osia (part.) on sitojalla.

(‘Some parts of this series are at the binder’s.’)
osia (‘parts’) has indefinite QS (since it is partitive), yet definite NS because
of the preceding genitive modifier and because of its thematic position. But
this seems a strange view: we still do not kiow which parts are concerned;
these referents are not known, not identifiable, although we know which class
they belong to. Osia must surely have indefinite NS here.

It thus secms that indefinite Q3 entails indefinite NS. Similarly, it can
be argued that definite QS entails definite NS. In examples (1) and (S) above,
if the amount of meat is understood — and stated  to be total, the knowledge
of this surely implies & known referent. hence the ke in Engligh, The same may
apply to divisible plural nouns in the nominative or accusative.

However, it is fair to point out that opinion is still divided on this latter
claim. There are problem sentences such as

(17) Koivussa on isot lehdet (nom. pl.). ("On the birch (there) are big lea-

ves.’)
where the subject noun can be analysed either (a) as divisible and showing
definite QS (and indefinite NS. rhematic position), or (b) as conceptually
non-divisible, a plurale tantum, in which case QS does not apply. Itkonen
(1975.24) argues for analysis (b) on various semantic and formal'* grounds;
and the description of spesies can certainly be simiplified if his approach is
adopted, since it then becomes possible to say that definite and indefinite
QS entail dofinite and indefinite NS, respectively,’® and that the methods

1 B.g. the subjuct wdl not take kaikki ('all’), which Itkonon suggosts as vac formal
tust fur ‘divisiblo and quantitatively definite” a8 oppused to non.divisible nouns.

1 And in tlus caso & third analysis of tho subjoct noun in (17) bocomos pussible:
div tsiblo with dofinute WS and thurofure alsu dufinito NB8. Thore is 1ittlo agweoment on this
point.
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for expressing NS discussed above in section 3 only need apply for nouns
which cannot show QS.

From the point of view of the contrastive analysis of definiteness, more-
over, the description can be streamlined further if QS is omitted altogether,
as ultimately corresponding more to the quantifier system than to the articles
in English. The QS-determined NS can then simply be represented as case-
determincd NS, which dominates all the other methods discussed above.
The hierarchy proposed in section 3 then receives an additional step at the

“top: if the relevant conditions of section 2 hold, NS is expressed by case; if
this does not apply, NS is expressed by function words; if there arg no function
words NS may be expressed indirectly, by the situation or context; and if
the NS is still unexpressed it is revealed by word order alone.

We thus appear to have come back full circle, to one category of spesies,
with various means of expression, corresponding to the article system in
English.

It will have become evident however, that many problems concerning defi-
niteness in Finnish still remain open, and many require a more detailed dis-
cussion and a more formalized representation than that given here.
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TESTING AND CONTRASTIVE ANALYSIS

NaovM R. DIMITRUEVIC

University of Bs grade

Though visible efforts have been made to introduce ol jective measures
* into research in the humanities for some time the introduction of.such mea-
sures and methods into certain areas of applied linguistics has proceeded
fairly slowly. Not only is little attention paid to the possibilities offered by
certain (non-linguistic) disciplines in the objectivization of research methodo-
logy in applied linguistics, but it also seems that in some cases basic metho-
dological principles of research are being overlooked. Namely, subjective
criteria in defining language tests are still sometimes in use; information about
some important variables in research sre not presented.

It goes without saying that only objective measures should be used in
modern research, or rather as objective and reliable as possible in research
on human behaviour. Nevertheless, in some large-scale projects in applied
linguistics, generally multidiscipliary in character, there seems to be a kind
of imbalance m the scientific approach adopted. Whereas on the one hand,
highly refined analyses, objective and approprizte to the material and 2im
of the project, are applied (these are as a rule linguistic descriptions or analyses)
an approach which lacks the necessary scientific rigour is adopted in the
treatment of other closely connected problems. For instance, while in CA
as well as in EA the linguistic analyses are often refined, explicit, objective
etc, the testing of contrastive analysis hypothesis (CAH) seems to lack the
same degree of scientific rigour and explicitness.

What we would like to do in this paper is to point some of these methodo-
logical requirements in the area of testing of CAH.

After a period of intensive work on CA of Ls and Lt at the level which
could be called more linguistic than methodological, a period without much,
or with little experimentation and testing, we have reached a point now
when hypotheses have to be proved. We should no longer be content with
clegantly phrased hypotheses or claims. A theory or a hypothesis, formulated

e ¢
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with the aim of being applicd in practical situations, has to be proved, we want
to sce whether it works or not. One way of doing this is by testing the theory
or hypothesis.

Contrastive ana.ysis of Ls and Lt, with the final aim of application in
teaching, can have different phases. For instance:

CA — —--— - prediction of difficulties — — — — — errors — —— — — for-
mulation of hypothesis about the errors — — — — — testing of the hypothe-
sis — ——— — writing pedagogical material.

Of course, this is not the only possible order of steps; Whitmian has four
steps in his analysis and no testing. His procedure includes the following
steps:

Description — — — — Selection —— — ~ Contrast — — — - Prediction
(Whitman 1970).

At this .me it is not our intention to discuss the possibility of predicting
students’ errors or linguistic behavioar on the basis of CA of Ls and Lt. As is
well known, there are ‘contrastivists’ and those who doubt, in varying degrees,
the possibilities of predicting student errors by means of CA. Our aim is
simply to draw attention to the importance of testing CAH as a step in CA.

First of all, it should be made quite clear that testing cannot and should
not be excluded from CA projects. It constitutes an extremely important link
between the initial theoretical step to the final one — the application of CA
results to teaching. The impurtance of testing a hypothesis is obvious and
does not require explanation. However, as has been said much more attention
is paid to the theoretical part of the analyses than to the practical testing of
the assumption. And if there is any testing it is somectimes done without
scientific rigour.

In order to prove their hypotheses some authors construct tests to trup
students, tests which “... can be criticized because they were designed speci-
fically to catch the errors the analyses predictcd and no other errors” (see
Whitman, Jackson (1972:29). This kind of test has only ‘surface validity’
and no value (either theoretical or practical) ai all. Consequently, one can
doubt the conclusions arrived at on the basis of such tests.

What requirements, then, should be met in order to make the testing of
CAH reliable and sound, relevant to its aim and the material tested? In our
brief survey of the problems of the testing of CAH we would like to discuss
the following:

— the test, its psychometric characteristics, form and content.

— the sample of population to which the test is administered.

teaching methods and techniques used with the ssmple of population.

— the methods used to analyse the obtained results.

Before we proceed some general remarks on language testing must be
made. .
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In testing students in L2 (achievement and proficiency tests) we are not
trying to discover the cause of students’ errors. Our aim is only to find out
what he knows. In a test which is supposed to help us conclude something
about the origin of these errors we are operating in an area where we should
know much more about language testing than we do today and also much
more about language learning. This kind of testing may be objective but
only to the extent of our present knowledge and theie is a lot more to be
learned about language learning and testing than some people think.! We
should be more cautious therefore about the conclusions we draw on the
basis of ‘objective’ testing.

When we start testing a CAH it ineans we believe we can test this hypothe-
sis in an objective and reliable way. It sceins to us that we are trying to test a
hypothesis by using another hypothesis which has yet to be proved. We
shall discuss this problem of testing a CAH with the assumption that this
is possible or, rather, we shall be talking about the probleins that those who
are engaged in this kind of testing have to solve first.

First of all it must be stressed that in spite of great advances in applied
linguistics we still lack an adequate theory of foreign language testing. There
are wide gaps in ceratin practical us well as theoretical aspects of language
testing, mainly in test construction and its validation. But it is alsy true that
we do have enough knouwledge about language and test construction in gene-
ral in oider to prepare measuring instruments which will certainly be more
objective and reliable than subjective criteria. Furthermore, modern statis-
tical procedures can help us evaluate correctly the different results obtained
on tests, which would be impossible if only raw scores were studied.

Now after this introduetory warning about the incompleteness of testing
theory let us see what kind of requirements must be met by the tests in the
testing of CAH.

One of the main requirements of a guod test is its validity. It is one of the
central issues in language testing because we still do not have o satisfactory
answer to the yuestion. what does it mean to learn and know a foreign langu-
age! The answer to this questivn is much more complex than it may appear
at first sight. This is & question we must answer before writing, for instance,
achievement or placement test, o task which is much simpler than vue we are
dealing with here. What we are trying to do in testing a CAH is to obtain
students’ respunses in Lt which will necessarily include incorrect respunsvs,
and in such a way as to be able to make sound conclusions about the origin
of these mistakes.

The validity of a measuring instrument in testing « CAH must be defined
first. Investigators must inform us how they have estublished the validity of

———

1 Cf. Corder (1974).
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their instruments. And it is not sufficient to nse the least reliable type of
validity, so-called ‘face validity’. A test we uge in CAH should have a precise
coefficient of correlation. We must be sure (or at least as much as we can
today) that we are measuring what we want and not something else.

A problem whick is easier to solve than validity is establishing the reliabi-
lity of a test. The reliability of a test must also be expressed in exact terms
and should never be left to the teacher’s or investigator’s subjective feelings.
Although cohsiderable attention is paid to this requirement in testing in
general and thus in language tests too, it scems to be neglected in the area
of testing CAH. Without the coefficient of reliability we cannot accept the
results of any CAH testing, regardless of how refined linguistic analysis may
have been.

In order to show us that the hypothesis was correct some investigators
give percentages of erronous responses to & test item and say that over 909,
of students made a certain mistake. First of all, we cannot accept percentages
or raw scores alone in an analysis of test results. They must be processed,com-
puted by means of appropriate stetistical procedures. Secondly, one has little
faith in the soundness of a test item which is solved by over 909; of students.
It would be the same if the test item were answered by only 5 - 109;. In the
first case it is probably too casy and in the latter tuo difficult. Therefore, as
with validity and reliability we should have exact data on the difficulty «nd
discrimination of tests as whole and of individual items as well.

Testing a CAH need not be practical or economical because it is a part
of research, and the main point in this kind of testing is achieving an aim,
regardless of cost or time. Therefore, the question whether the test will be oral
or written, whether we shall insist on students’ encoding or decoding, is of no
importance if the test works. As in all other areas of testing CAH the adequacy
of the medium has to be tried out and tested. There is a great difference
between asking a student to respond orally or in writing, particularly in tests
which propose to discover errors (not correct responses), on the basis of which
conclusions are made about the origin of these errors.

One of the principal problems of testing a foreign language yet to be soived
is that of determining u basic approach (not just techniques) to the elicita-

. tion of students’ responses. Two main approaches can be discussed: an inte-

grative and discrete item approach, while a third is being developed. None
of these meets the requirements of language testing, the testing of L2 in
general, let alone the very specific kind of testing we have in testing a hy po-
thesis Lke CAH.? Thus only experimentation will tell us which approach will
be the most appropriate to the given purpose of testing CAH

! Fur an analysis of tests using differont structures and design, cf, Wlitinan, R. L.,
K. L. Jackson (1972).
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A very fine linguistic analysis may be wasted in a couple of ‘minor’ methe-
dological issues, such as the techniques of elicitation of students’ responses.
In research on human behavicur one must be very careful with the classi-
fication of variables, namely labeling some of them: as crucial and others as
peripheral unless there are ex .remely solid grcunds for such divisions.

The actual techniques used to elicit students’ responses are of extreme
importance for the reliability of the final results obtained on a test, we would
like to stress the particular impcrtance of this in tests used to prove a theoreti-
cal assumption. Though there are numerous testing techniques we still lack
certain insights of relevance to the testing of CAH.® Thus we do not know
whether there are testing techniques which could be labeled “neutral”, neutral
as regards the students’ familiarity with it. The less artificial a technique is
the more neutral it will be. Therefore, it seems to us that we should aim
towards the use of such techniques in language testing in general and parti-
cularly in research.

There is not enough research in this area cf applied linguistics and without
the exact correlations we shall be operating with instruments whose nature
we do not understand very well. In such. a situation the results obtained must
be accepted with due caution.

For instance some claim that translation from Ls into Lt is the best or
the most appropriate technique for testing a CAH, others maintain that better
results ere achieved if multiple-choice items are used. For a reliable assessment
we cannot be satisfied with statements like these (though therc are a few
methodologically sound research projects in th:a ares).4 What we neced are
exact correlations not only for a couple of techniques (translation vs. mul-
tiple-choice) but for many more of them perhaps trying a combination of
translation from Ls into Lt and multiple-choice items.

The problem of elicitatiyn techniques in language research is not a peri-
pheral one, though some may think so. How a student will react depends,
obviously, on what he is exposed to and on the situation we place him in. -
If we need students’ reactions to prove a hypothesis this proof should be well
grounded, which again depends on the use of appropriate research methodo-
logy as mentioned at the beginning of this paper.

The content of the language course taken by our subjects is also an impor-
tant variable for the final assessment of the results. For example, if a parti-
cular structure is not practiced, is nat given adequate attention, we can_
predict & certain number of errors in the use of that structure. The opposite
is also true. If a structure, very different in Lt from its corresponding one in

? Tho only fairly oxhaustivo, but not comploto, list of testing techniques 1s " Samplo
Tost Itoms” by K. Radovanovié (1974).
¢ Cf. for instance, Whitman R. L., K. L. Jaokson {:972).
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Ls,‘is given ample t'me and practice in the teaching, the results may be con-
trary to the hypothesis {that students will make a lot of mistakes, owing to
the difterence between the two structures).

Therefore the test must refiect the contnt of the course not only in terms
of presented material but also in terms of the time devoted to the material
presented during the cumse. In other words, the selectivn of the mate.ial for
the test which tests a CAH is of special importance, we would say of greater
importance than for an achievement or proficiency test.

In conciusion of this brief discussion of the measuring instrument used in
testing CAH the following can be said:

In CA and in testing CAH much more attention is being paid to linguistic
and language analyses of the material than to certain psychometrie and
metlivdolugical aspects of the problem. It is commmendable that investigautors
are cuncerned about the model of the description which is to be used, obvivusly,
without an adequate model and its adequate application the rest of the ana-
lysis could easily lead us astray. However, if the measures used in testing
hy putheses are not adequate, then again, but in another way, the final results
will blur the picture we are trying to bring into focus.

The sanple of population on which a CA, or any other, hypothesis will be
tested must be very carefully selected. Every ceport on the results of CAH
testing should include information on the por.ulaticn studied. In any language
experiment, and testing is a kind »f expe:iment, students’ knowledge of the
language is «f evident importance. Both the researcher and tle reader of the
report should have as clear an understanding as possible of the level of the
students’ knuwledge of Lt. It is ¢nly too natural that this variable affeets the
subjects’ reactions o the stimuli in ihe ‘est and in that way directly influences
the results of the test, which in turn is connected with the main point of the
report — accepting or rejecting the hypothesis.

However, this variable, like a few others, mentioned here, seem to have

.cscaped the attention of some of those engaged in testing CAH. Either no infor-

matiun is given at all or only cnough tv give serious doubts about the value of
the testing (without further analysis of the results).

The students’ language proficiency may be defined in a very vague and sub-
jective manner, for example, the “students studied Lt for four years’ or “our
subjects were from an intermediate,advanced level of instruction™. Obviously,
this kind of information does not mean much to anybody, cither to those who
read the reports or, which is even more important, to the researchers them-
selves. One can interpret errors, their significance, nature etc., only if the stu-

¢ It 18 surprising thet authors of books usn testing do not, as a rule, discuss tho
problern. of the testing of CAH, seo, for examplo, Lado (1061), Valotte (1967); Harris
(1969); Tlark (1972); Heaten (2875).
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dents’ general knowledge of the language is known. In other words, the same
error does not carry the same weight if made by a ‘beginner” or a student at a
very ‘advanced level of instruction’.

Because of the importance of this information on the students’ languuge
ability, standardized language tests should be used for a precise ‘placement’
of students. If this kind of measure is not available and locally produced tests
are administered, detailed informatior, about the test should be supplied. In
addition to this information other subjective factor: may add to the meaning
of the.non-standardized test, e.g. students’ grades,® the set books used in the
course (this may be more meaningful if well-known textbooks are used).
These measures, subjective as they are, may, together with the test, give o
much better picture of students’ language proficiency than just the number
of years.

In short, errors which students male on a test used to test a hypothesis
(in our case CAH) are meaningful only in relation to their knowledge of the
longuage being tested, or to the level of their interlanguage.

Knowledge of Lt is not the only variable connected with the subjects in o
laaguage experiment of this kind. The type of school, students’ motivation to
learn the language etc., can and indeed do, influence the results of any kind
of testing.”

The results of « test may also depend on the students’ familiarity with « par-
ticular teaching (not only testing) technique or method, which may be sunilar
or cven the same as testing techuique. Tor instance, familiarity with transla-
tion from the mother tongue, as a testing technique, cun definitely influence
the results of a test whach includes transiation from Ls into Lt. Of course, the .
opposite is also true. Students who have never translated from Ls may show
poorer results on a test which requires translation. Herc we should not forget
the fact that we are dealing with studeats, with those whose knowledge of Lt
isin constant change.

Clearly, the teaching techniques used with the subjects taking part in CAH
are of censiderable significance. Nevertheless sume projects, lack this informa-
tion and thus leave the reader in a state of doubt as to the reliability of the whole
cxperiment.

In a general evaluation of the results obtained from testing CAH the time
when the students are {ested plays a very important part. There will certainly
be a difference in the results, in terms of the kind and number of errors, im-
mediatcly upon the presentation of a particular language item and after a cert-

»

¢ If grades aro given, thoy should be accompanied by o deseription of their value,
80 Harris (1989:84).

? How important motivation can be in language loarning, seo Gardner, R. C.,
W. E. Tombort (1972).
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ain period of time.? In order to understand these errors we should know how
they correlate, what the differences of occurrences signify etc. We do not have
such data as yet and this poses important question. Is thete a period of time
which the student must be given in order to assimilate ncw Lt material, a period
Auring which he himself is hypothesizing about the Lt systems, finding solutions
and “fixing” them, all this before we test our CAH? During this period of
hypothesizing the student is necessarily making mistakes and making them
not only under the influence of Ls, but other mistakes as well. He makes all
kinds of iuter and intralingual errors, ete.®

If, during ‘hypothesizing period’ the student necessarily makes mistakes
huw can we be ture which arc those mistakes for which we can claim to be the
result of Ls negative influence? Perhaps it would be safer tu say that such mista-
kes are made under the influence of Ls only after a perivd of assimilation Las
passed. This question, like certain other areas of errors analysis has yet to be
clurified. However, this does niot mean that we should not be experimenting
and looxing for the right answers.

Let us summarize the main points of our paper:

— Outlining some difficulties and methodoiogical problems of testing &
CAH it was not our intention to dispute the usefulness of CA in foreign-langu-
age larning/teaching. It definitely has its vole and place in methodics ard even
in methodology. How pradictive it may be remains to be discovered.

— More objective and more powerful tests and other kinds of measures
should be used in applied linguistics resear ch in general and particularly in pro-
jects and experiments whose aim is to prove a theoretical assumption.

— Some :necasuring instruments are used,even in large scale projects, under
the name of tests without having the necessary characteristics of a true test.
In this way they only pay lip service both to the researcher and to the whole
diseipline.

— Testing ("tAH is of great importance both for the practical aspects of
forugn language teaching and for a more precise and explicative furmulation
of certain theoretical assumptions about foreign-langnage learning.

* Tho noege.wvo transfor from Ls to Lt s not the same at all language lovels. Most
ruswurchers aro concurnud sbuut 8y ntactiv and phonolugical analysvs. Yot it sooms tv us
thut negative transfor is just as strong at the loxicsl lovel but it has nut beon recognized.
Ls loxis affocts Lt in a more subtlo way theugh. A resoarch into the prublem of the in.
torsly of Ls influvnee ot difforynt language luvuls should constitute o part of any broadly
conpived projoct of CA und CAH testing. It would be very guud if wo had infurmation
not vnly abuut tho mtensity of the vrrurs, their frequeney but their relative impurtance
in communication too.

* Thoro arv difforont typus of incurroct usus of Lt (seo the classification Cordor makes,
Corder (1974}). Howovor, whon the orrurs are suppused to bo the result of the nogative
influenco of Ly unv gonorally speaks of ‘errurs’, without making any classification. '
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— It tests are to be used to verify (confirm or discard) a CAH they should
conform to standard psychometric and methodological requirements, which,
among other things, include the following:

a) exact statements about the validity, reliability, objectivity and difficulty
of the instrument used in the project/testing;

b) deeper insights into validity of language tests which measure a CAH are
essential in order to give a final formulation of a test which would correpond to
its aim We lack such insights and experimental research should be undertaken
in that direction too;

¢) a detailed description of the sample of population on whick the hypothe-
sis is tested;

d) a detailed description of the teaching techniques and methods used with
" the sample;

— Further development and elaboration of elicitation techniques are needed
as one of the basic conditions in any kind of experimental work and thus in the
testing 'of CAH.

— The correlation of different testing techniques must also be established; -

— Tho results obtained from testing a CAH should be processed according
to standard statistical procedures and should not be left to the subjective
evaluation of the teachcr/researcher.

— For a more complete understanding of students’ errors, their origin and
nature we should know more about the nature of foreign-language learning,
regardless of the tests we use in proving or rejecting an assumption or hypo-
thesis. Today, we seem to lack such knowledge.

— Instead of insisting on the linguistic aspects of these errors it would be
better to aim at a more omplete CA by continuing our efforts in developing
objective measuring instruments and gaining a dceper understanding of foreign
language learning. Linguistic analysis slone is no longer sufficient.

Appliced linguistics, which includes CA and EA as well as their testing, will
establish itself as a scientific discipline only if principles of scientif. : research are
strictly followed, if experimentation adhers to the rules of objective observa-
tion. and verification. The procedures we use must be not only explicit but also
explicative.

It is our firm belief, founded on work done in the recent past and even more
8o on what is being done tcday that applied linguistics and methodics will
definitely gain the status they deserve alongside other lingusitic disciplines,
and will be accepted as such even by the exclusive supporters of theoretical
disciplines. It is up to us (if I may paraphrase the words of & well known ap-
plied linguist) not to others, to achieve this.

:} Pépers and Studies... . 1 2 7
ERIC
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PROBLEMS AND IMPLICATIONS OF CONTRASTIVE ANALYSIS
OF VOCABULARY AND CULTURE

Navm R. DnaTrRIJEVIS
Universily of Belgrade

The chief aim of pedagogically oriented CA projects, which are what w-
have in mind here, is to improve L, teaching and facilitate L, learning by make
ing use of contrasts and differences discovered between L, and L, in teaching
and in the preparation of teaching material.

Although CA of I, and L, is no longer a novelty (as a matter of fact, it is
well past its heyday) in the imprecsive amount of research already done in this
field of applied linguistics two areas have not received sufficient attention:
lexis and oculture.

Most contrastive studies deal mainly with phonology, morphology and syn-
tax. Even in large-scale contrastive projects, culture, as a rule, is ommitted,
and lexis, either only touched upon or limited to comparisons at morphological
level; sometimes lexis remains at the level of ‘promises’; in other words, it is
on the list of future tasks, although little or nothing has been done so far?

It is & well-known fact, however that there are serious problems in the teach-
ing and learning of L, at the lexical and cultural levels. Gross misunderstandings
and even complete breakdown of communication may result from incorrect
usage of words or unfamiliarity with the cultural patterns of L,. If this is so,
why then have lexis and cultire been neglected to such an extent, ignored evez,
in contrastive studies and analyses? There are several possible reasons for this
imbalance of rescarch on phonology, morphology and syntax on the one hand
and lexis and culture on the other:

a) Grammar and phonology, being closed systems, lend themselves better
to CA than those areas which are more elusive, fluid or subject to change, such

1 It is almost twenty years since Lado wrote his pioneering book Lingutstics across
culiures, in which two chapters wero devoted to the droplems of comparing L, and L,
vocabulary systems «nd two cultures. It is therefore surprising that so fow papers deal
with vocabulary aud culture comparisons in the multituds of contrastive analysis projocts
and papors.
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as lexis and culture.? Because of the very nature of lexis some authors think
that CA of lexis is not only “lengthy’ but “unusable’.

b) Some, if not most, CA have as their primary aim the preparation of pe-
dagogical gramnmar, which, naturally, does not include lexis and culture.

¢) One of the central aims of foreign-language teuching at the elementary
level today is the mastery of the structure of the language and its phonology,
not luxis, aceordingly lexis is treated as if it were something that can easily
be ht into grammatical patterns which have been mastered. This attitude to
lexts is uften extended to intermediate and cven advanced level of instruction,
ignoring thus the importance and complexity of the learning of vocabulary at
the latter two stages.

d) However paradoxical it may sound, the notion of the communicative
component of L, learning is of recent origin. Speech, the use of language for the
purpose of conununication with speakers of that language, has been the center
of L, learning for more than thirty years, und yet the importance of communica-
tive competence has been recognized only recently, grammatical correctness
having been the main coneern of language teachers.?

e) Most of the authors involved in contrastive analysis projects and research
were either not interested in teaching or, rather, were not aetually involved in
it and thus failed to recognize the difficulties and importance of lexis and cul-
ture in L, teaching/learing.

Nevertheless, regardless of the chunging attitude towards CA for pedagogi-
cal purposes, and the directions it mnay take in the future, » strong point can be
made for contrastive analysis of L, and L, lexis as well as L,C and L,C. This
also implies that these analyses can be affected in such a way as to be usable
in and applicable to language teaching.

In view of the foreguing, the aim of this paper could be formulated as fol-
lows:

i. Firstly, we would like to draw the attention both to the importance and
problems of contrastive analysis of lexis and culture of L, and L, and to the
lack of sueh studies.

ii. Insofar as time allows we would like to discuss, or rather outline, why and
how this could be done s0 as to be useful in teaching and learning foreign lan-
guages.

3 As a mattor of fact luxis 15 less fliud and amnorphous, loss resistant to systematiza-
tion and catogurization than i often thuught. One ean talk about lexical systems and
catoguries unly difforont types than thuso found in grammar. This is of partioular impor-
tance for contrastive lexical studies.

s Contrastive analysis of loxis and culture raises a question which scoms nowadays
to bu murv purttnent thoan bofure, that of different degrees of correctness and adequacy —
grammatical curroctnoss and cummunicative adequacy. In other words, ghould one aim
at nativo-like lingwstio cutupotonco or native-like curnmunicative compotence, tho lattor
implying cortainly a degree of linguistie competence.
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iii. We would also like to describe, however briefly, the form which the final
product of a contrastive analysis of lexis and culture might take.

First of all, therc are authors who do not make the important distinction
between contrastive learning-teaching and contrastive analysis. Contrastive
analysis belongs to the province of methodics, i.e., it should take place outside
the classroom and affect tcaching indirectly. In other words, CA is not a teach-
ing technique, even less a method of teaching, but rather a technique which aids
textbook and test writer in the preparation of tcaching material.

There are much more effective clasroom procedures than juxtaposition,
cxplanations and drills of cuntrastive pairs in lexis or other language clements
(cf. Hadlich 1965). The results of CA regardless of the language level, are not for
direot application in the classroom through an ‘analytical teaching approach”.
This appcars to be & common knowledge, yet needs te be stressed because one
still hears opinions to the contrary.

Hadlich (1965:429) has shown how “... contrastive analytic techniques on
the lexical level should wane™'. CA should wane only if and_when it has been
downgraded to the level of a teaching technique.

Other authors (KXufner 1963) omit lexis from their contrastive studies not
beeause their primary aim is the analysis of grammatical structurcs but beea-
use they think that lexical contrastive analysis should be based on a “... full
description of the universe as seen by a speaker of English, then of the uni-
verse as seen by a speaker of German... " (Kufner 1963 : 75). This is of course,
for an English-Gorman CA. The point we would like to make here is
that for tcaching purposes one mnced not undertake a global contrasti-
ve analysis of the two lexis, or the totality of the cuuceptions uf the speakers
of the two languages.* Such analyses would certainly be of great interest for
both linguists and language tcachers, anthropologists, ete., but it is not es
sentiul for the fairly limited purpuses of what is called elementary, intermediate
and advanced level fureigu language learning, which is what we are cuncerned
with.

Contrastive projects of lexis can be approached fromn two standpoints.
W:e can contrast and analy se lexical items frum two languages from the seman-
tic point of view and from the standpoint of occurcnce which includes fre-
quency, availability, disponibilité and sume other criteria which we shall come
to later.

The semantic basis of lexical analy sis constitutes the cornerstone of the ana
lysis. The proper curnerstone, however, does not sesm to have been found, since
CA of lexis lags behind other contrastive projects. For more comprehensive

¢ Cf. Orszdgh (1969:222) and Lado (1957:89). Accurding tu Orszigh the now typo
of dictionary should “... say more about less™. Ho doos not discuss the prublem of a
contrastivo dictionary but pustulates a dictivnary which would includy, atwng uthor
things, omotive npplicability of words, stylistic rango otc. )

Q
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lexical contrastive projects “...some fundamental and as yet not completely
verified problems” have to be solved. These problems have to do with the
“... underlying universal matrix of semantic fcatures and a sct of universal
gelection rules which establish the basic patterns of human cognition™ (Di
Pietro 1971.111). For obv ious reasons (lack of space and the complexity of the
problem of semantics) we cannot go deeper into this question. But, clearly, for
such practical problems as the teaching of foreign languages, solutions of sume
kind ought to be worked out. Teaching cannot wait until all linguistic and
theoretical problems have been solved.

For the present we can propose only which might be termed an ecclectic and
practical approach to the problem of making a contrastive analysis of the lexis
of two languages. The rLotion of ‘rangc’ described by Stockwell, Bowen and
Martin (1966.265) supplemented by Lado’s and Mackey’s lexical criteria as
well as those of Politzer seems to offer a good starting point for a lexical CA.5

The semantic level of the contrastive lexical analysis is certainly important
but other Icvels of analysis should also figure in general lexical studics, parti-
cularly when they have & pedagogical aim.

We should know not unly how lexieal items in tvo languages differ or are si-
milar in meaning or form (cf. Ivir 1969) but also other features which will be-
come apparent only if other criteria are taken into consideration, fur instance,
frequency, different types of lexical availability, currency, tainiliarity, range,
co-occurrence, (cf. Gougenheim et al. (1956); Dimitrijevié® (1969), Mackey,
Savard, Ardouin (1971); Mackey (19656); Savard (1970)).

By computing data about trcquency, availability and other lexical criteriu,
a list similar to the one Savard compiled (1a valence lexicalc) would be obtain-
ed, this list would be useful not only in selection and grading for tcaching purpo-
ses but would also serve as a guidce for the salection of words for contrastive
analysis.

What would be the final result or product of lexical contrastive analysis?
In .hort, we would suggest the cumpilativn of & contrastive dictivnary where &
well-chosen number of lexical items of L, would be listed together with their most
important meanings, usage, giving cxamples and contrasts with the ‘cqui-

¢ In his analysis of vecabulury comparisun Lado (1967.70) 18 concerncd with threo
aspocts of words. furmy, mvaning and distribution. Theso aspucts and their diffuront
rolativns and curubinaticrs would make 8 usuful contribution to lexical cuntrustive
analysis, particularly when combined with uther critoria and other loxical aspects.

¢ Studics of loxical availability and dispunubiuté have preduced somo imtoresting
and vory useful results, rugurdless of whother they woere dune for uno languago unly
(mainly Fronch) ur in cuntrastivo studivs. Serbu-Cruatian and English, Surbo-Crostian-
Hungarisn. Wo discussud summe of thuse results ut the II Inturnational Congruss of Applie d
Linguistics in Cambridge, 1969. Through cuntrastive studios uf loxical availability it s
possiblo to sve huw difforent cultures, sucial, sux, ago and vthor facturs offvet tho dvgrees
of availability of words for imncdiato use.
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valents® from L,. Traditional, noncontrastive, dictionaries often mislead stu-
dents even in such simple examples as saying Good day. In English the phrase
can be used both when meeting someone and when taking leave while its ‘equi-
valent® in Serbo-Croatian Dobar dan is used only when meeting someone. Thus.
Good day means dobar dan but Serbo-Croatian speakers must learn that it .
also has the meaning of Good bye. The German word Freund has a different.
meaning from its English ‘equivalent’ friend, and though in giving this example
to illustrate the difficulty of lexical contrastive analysis Kufner at the same time
distinguishes this pair very cleverly by saying “it is much easier to find a
friend than a Freund”. Similar explanations would be given for the different
meanings and usages of the ‘same’ words in Russian and English Gratdanin,
tovarishch and gospodin, namely citizen, comrade and Mr. (gentleman, Sir).
They are evidently different in their connotative meanings and associations,.
and use, their availability and frequency in English and Russian. The contres-
tive dictionary would state in what way they differ.

The idea of a contrastive dictionary of English (or any other language) for
foreign students raises an important praotical question: which words will be
contrasted, i.e. included in the dictionary. There are two possible answers to
this question: .

i. Selection on the basis of purely subjective eriteria, i.e. on the basis of
our teaching experience.

ii. Selestion on the basis of criteria mentioned earlier in the paper. This.
would have to be corrected by a subjective analysis because it appears that
some lexical items escape objective criteria. In this way we would obtain
something we could call The teacher’s 2500)5000 word book based on a contrastive
analysts of the two languages (English-French, German-Russian, ete.).

A contrastive dictionary would be equally useful to students, teachers and.
textbook writers, helping them to develop an awareness of the different con-
notative meanings and differences which ‘the same words’ may have in two-
languages.

By reference to this new typo of dictionary students would avoid incorreot
substitutions of lexical items in L, under the negative transfor from L,. For
instance, in Serbo-Crontian there are two words for and and arm (Soka —
RUKA): however,in most cases only the wurd ruka is used, whether the speakers
have in mind arm or hand. It is the same with another'lexical pair, leg and
Joot (noga — stopalo). When native speakers of Serbo-Croatian start learning/
speaking English they transfer this kind of substitution from their L, into
English and instead of arm or foo! they say hand and leg.?

—

! Abborton (1968) gives very good examples of loxical mistakes in English nindo
by Borbo-Croatian spoakers including *‘those whoso English is othorwise excellont”,.
most ~f .hese mistakes, cortainly some of them, would have buen avuided if a contrastive.
English-8erbo-Croatian dictionary had been available.
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.\ contrastive dictionary would also help the student avoid pitfalls and
mistakes which stem from what is known as conveigent m.d divergent relations
and zero representation in the lexis of the two languages (cf. Carroll.1963), or
in mastering false cognates and all cases where the ““... semantic field seems
to be divided differently in L; and L,” (Politzer 1972 :116).

A possible praciical objection to contrastive dictionaries could be their size
because ‘simple words® would require lengthy explanations. This may be truce.
A dictionary of 5000 words could casily iill several hundeed pages, if not more.
We do not see any drawbacks (except financial) to having good though
sizable reference books.

A lexical CA could be extended to idiomatic expressions, simili and what
is suietimes called “set phrases” and collucations, vuice the basic lexical analysis
has becn completed.

The results of lexical contrastive studies (and cultural as well) can be used
not ouly in the teaching of forcign languages but in testing us well. There is no
tine to go into the problem of CA and testing but a very nseful application
of the results of CA in testing is in the selection of distractors for multiple-
choice items.®

Since vur main concern here is the teaching of foreign languages, the empha-
sis inthis paper is on the implications of lexical CAin that area. But contrastive
lexical studies may also have & broader linguistic significance.

Contrasting a lexical item in vne language with the corresponding item or
items in another, may bring to light semantic features which, without CA,
would have escaped our atbention.

It is pussible that idivmatic expressions, collocations, simili and ‘set phra-
sto” in different languages spring from vt are governed by certuin “underlying
tules’ of perception, universal human weys in the linguistic interpretation of
reality and specific fratures of natuval languages. We are well aware that some
studivs of this exist or are in the prouess of development but it is our feeling
that mors should be dune. Linguists today are shuwing more interest in se-
mauntic research than they did ten or fifteen years ugo and therefure we may
Lope to receive more help from them in lexical CA for pedagogical purposes.

It is not because lexis and culture have been given insufficient attention
in CA projects and rescarch that we are discussing these two questions in a
pupet of ouly 12 pages, which may appear overambitious or oven pretentious.
The reason why we have put lexis and culture together is not a formal one
but of a fundemental nature. Learning a foreign language necessarily means

» Ludo {1961) 18 the vuly authur to go intu tho problem of tosting L,C in any depth.
Haurris (1009) and Huaton (1975) vt culture comiplotoly and othoer authors of toxtbuuks
on testing only touch upon the subjoct (cf. Valette (1967); Clark (1872)).




Contrastive analysis of vocabulary and culture 139

learning ubout the culturc of the language in which it opcrates, and the link
between culture and language seems to be most overt in the arca of lexis.
“Contrastive lexical analysis also drives home that point that contiastive
language analysis must ultimately be linked to o contrastive cultural analy sis”
(Politzer 1972:115).

Turning now to the problem of contrastive analysis of L, culture (L,C)
and L, culture (L,C) it will be necessary to begin again with what is common
knowledge. .

For a successful application to CA and language teaching culture must
first of all be defined, but the definition must be appropriste to pudagogical
purposes. There are different definitivns of culture, depending on one's basic
orientation (linguistic, anthropological, ctc). If we accept the definition of
culture as a sum of differcnt norms of behaviours, belicfs, ways of communica-
tion, systems of value, “all those historically created designs fur living explicit
and implicit... which exist at any given time as potential guides for the behe
vior of men”” (Kluckhohn and Kelly in Hoijer (1953.554)) this means that cul-
tures differ, that they overlap, that u eultuie is patterned (can be categorized
or observed as a set of structural units) and that it must be a part of every fo-
reign iwaguage coursc. If this is sv, it is obvious that there will be problems
in the teaching of L,C, sume of them stemming trom various kinds o1 nszative
transfer from L,C becuuse we tend to trunsfer cultural patterns fron. L,C to
L,C. Not only are cultural patterns trausferred very easily, but we are also less
aware of this kind of negative transfer than if it occuis at the phonolugical
or some other linguistic level. We expect foreigners to say tho things we are
accustomed to and we are surprised when we are nvt understoud the way we
would like to be.

Of course, there are cultural overlaps, not only differences, but they nust
be discovered anu systematized. Textbook writers are aware of these sirailari
ties (and differences), in their writing and teaching and they .ely on their own’
experience and knowledge abuut L,C which may be subjective, biased and even
prejudiced.

Although the gencral consensus of upinion is that culture should be taught?
the basic principle, the rationale of teaching culture havs not been sufficiently
elaborated. Teachers dv nut krow how and when to teach it, and in textbouoks
one finds gross vversimplifications and methodolugical crrors in the way cultwre
is presented. For example, if included at all in a forcign language course, cul-
ture is often presented in only one form, only *Euglish culture’ (or French,

* Ina survey conductod in Bulgrado in 1973.74 studunts of English, Gerian, Fronch
and Russian agroed about the nued for teachung culture as a part of foruyg, language
courses (of. Dimitrijevié, Djordjovié (1975)).
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German, etc), aithout any reference to subclasses or cultural differences within
that culture as opposed to L,C, students should be madc aware of cultural dia-
lects, social and age differences too. This would make the teaching of culture
more complete, and prevent students frem adopting an oversimplified, inac-
curate view of the culture whose language they are studying.

If 1,C should be taught, if cultures differ, grave errors sometimes result
from insufficient knowledge of a culture whose language is being studied, if
there is negative transfer from L,C to L,C (we could continue the list of if’s)
it seems obvious to us not only that the goals of teaching culture should be
made more specific (which very often is not the case) but that we should know
both the differences and similarities (cultural overlaps) between the two cul-
tures. One way of obtaining such knowledge is through a systematic contrastive
analysis which at the present moment is lacking. Before a contrastive analysis
of two cultures cza be made both of them must be accurately described and
analysed, using the same methodological approach.

The methodology of making a CA of two cultures fcr pedagogical or general
purposes is even less developed than for lexis. Therc are several reusons for the
lack of an adequate and explicit methodological prucedure for cultural contras-
tive anaiysis. One of them is the problem of working out a definition of culture
applicable to language teaching and contrastive analysis. In CA of two cultures
different approaches can be adopted. Thus Nickel supports the behavioural
kind of CA rather than linguistic “... since many linguistic expressions have
become stereotyped and no longcr reflect spontancously creative psycholinguis-
tic processes’ (Nickel 1974:118).

As a starting point in a CA of culture one might coordinate the teaching
aims, syllabus and parameters suggested by several authors. Nosirand, Up-
shur, Brooks, Lado, etc. Nostrand listsabout thirty headings under fourrubrics.
culture, society, the individual and ecology (giving them a common label
Emergent Model (cf. in Seelye 1968)). Upshar (1966) gives a useful description
and classification of ‘observed foieign cultural patterns® and ‘patterns to be
appropriately performed’ (some kind of receptive and productive skills).
Ladou (1957) discusses the same matter from the point of view of structural
units and Brouks (1964) classifies cultural patterns according to different to-
pics.

An appropriate and functional matrix which would include certain para.
meters by the authors mentioned above, and others too, could serve as a basis
for describing and selecting the cultural patterns to be induded in a contrastive
study and later in teaching.

A cultural contrastive analysis would offcr enough material for a special
kind of ‘cultural dictionary’, a reference book for teachers, textbook writers
and students (Guide lo patterns and usage of English culture for foreign students).
The entries in this ‘cultural thesaurus’ would be the patterns which we en-

13
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| counter frequently and teach within the framne of foreign language courses.
With an accurate description of L, cultural patterns, L, culturai patterns and a
systematic contrastive enalysis we would be able to produce la gaage mateiial
with less cultural bias, prejudice and subjectivity.°

It may be hoped that with the development of sociolinguistics and its im-
pact on the teaching of foreign languages more attention and time will be Je-
voted to the communicative aspect of foreign language teachung, which also
implies & more systematic teaching of culture .3 < flerent attitude towards
the teaching of Lexis.

However, if we are luss optimistic and look at the problem under discussion
from 2 more vealistic point of view, w e must remind owrselves of the concluding
lines in Lado’s bouk Linguisiics across cultures, published twenty years
ago, “Even though a totsl analysis and comparison of any two highly complex
cultures may not be readily available for some time to come...” Tweaty ycars
have passed and we still have not obtained such an analysis in spite of the enor
mous amount of work dene in the ficld of applied linguistics and other linguistic
disciplines.

With an approach of this kind students will learn not vnly to produce cor-
rect sentences but also say the right thing .. *he rignt place to the right petson.
We should not forget that ‘“There ave rules of ase without which the rules of
grammar would be vseless” *! (Hymes 1972:278).

‘What should be the major tasks in 2 lexical and ciltural contrastive ana-
lysis? )

1. Reeognition of the importance of such studies and their inclusion in C'A
projects.

ii. Development of a methodology for CA of lexis und cuiture, adequate to

-pedagogical purposes.

1ii. Carrying out of the contrastive analyses.

iv. Compilation of a contrastive dictivnary and contrastive reference ma-
terial for culture.

Let us summarize the main points:

— Lexical and cultural contrastive studies are generally neglected or even
completely ignored in contrastive analysis projects.

0

1 For pedagogieal purpuses C.\ of two culturos should melude “... not only hn.
guistic data, but alsv behavivural phenottivie of & sootic natury not roflucted i ian-
guago” (Nickol 1974:119).

1 A4 Pudikin Inatitute of thio Russian lsuguage i Muscow o spocial hund of Russian
dictivnary is buing compiled. This dictivnary 18 basud un o “'linguacudtural zuethod”
(Ingvustranoy vdéoskui slovar-anoted). Thus, it will not by coattastive but i thoe vxpla-
nation of loxical items the cultursl cumpunont will bu tale i intu account, spocind uses
and assuciations of words and plrases deniving frum local cultural and othor facturs
will be described. Soo Vereshchagin, Kostomarov (1973).
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— Foreign language students make mistakes at lexical and cultural levels
which lead to serious misunderstandings and even to « breakdown in communi-
cation.

— Lexical and cultural mistakes stem to be most persistent and are charac-
teristic not only for beginners but aiso for speakers who have attained an ad-
vanced level of grammar and phonology.

— Examiners do not easily agree about the lexical and cultura! mistakes
their students make as opposed to syntactical mistakes, therefore the former
need more study and attention.

— Lexical and cultural contrastive analyses are feasable in spite of sore
theoretical and methodological problems.

— The analyses of lexis and culture need not be total; for pecagogical pur-
poses partial analyses will suffice. \

— The final product of lexical and cultural CA would be:

a) akind of thesaurus (a contrastive dictionaryj which would include not unly
equivalents of L, or a description in L, of the meanirgs of lexical items (as in
bilingual and monulingual dictionaries) but an exhaustive description of usage
contrasted with meanings and usages in L, and

b) & contrastive 1eference book of L,C in which an approach similar to that for
contrastive dictionary would be applied.

The main aim of this paper was to call your attention to the possibility of
and need fur compiling a new type of dictionary and a reference book of L,
cultural patterns.

Our intention in this paper was not to define problems and solve them but
(being more realistic) only raisc sumd questions and initiate a discussion which
could contribute to the furmulation of a broader and more useful approach to
contrastive analysis.
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TOWARDS AN ERASURE PRINCIPLE FOR GERMAN
AND ENGLISH INFINITIVE COMPLEMENTS

Ruporr Triem

Gesamthochschuls, Paderborn

One of the many grammatical problems that have sttracted considerable
attention within the framework of transformational grammar but nevertheless
have proved resistant to satisfactory analyzisis the problem of stating the princi-
ples which determine coreference between certain noun phrases in superordinate
sentences and the underlying subjects of infinitive and gerund complement
sentences. In the present paper I am attempting to propose a solution to this
problem. I am confining myself to an analysis of German and English infinitive
complements, taking English geruud complements into consideration only so far
as they correspond to German infinitive complements. The so-called accusa-
tive -with-infinitive constructions and gerund complements with overt subjects
occuring in oblique cases lie outside the scope of this analysis because the core-
ference constreints to be examined do not apply to the derivation of these com-
plement constructions. '

This paper is not contrastive in the sense that it expounds differences
between infinitive complementation in English and German. It is, however,
confrontational in that it points to a semantic phenomenon common to both
languages, and presumably shared by other languages, including, as it seems,
the Polish language in which thera exist analogous problems, as I have taken it
from the paper Dr Lewandowska (1976) presented at the 9th International
Conference on Polish-English Contrastive Linguistics.

It seems necessary to me, in the first place, to review some of the propossls
that have been made with regard to the coreference constraints in the deriva-
tion of English infinitive complements, and to point out where these proposals
fail as to empirical or descriptive adequacy.

The first extensive analysis of this problem within the framework of trans-
formational grammar was put forward by Rosenbaum (1967). He shows that &

{0 ?apers and Stadles... 1 4 2
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transformational grammar can adequately account for the fuct that certain
infinitive and gerund complements are understood to have a ‘latent’ or ‘logical”
subject not occuring as such in surface structure. In accord with the transforina-
tional principle of recoverable deletions, these complements are propounded as
having deep structure subjects which are deleted by a transformation appli-
cable under un identity condition. Rosenbaum (1967.6) claims that this identity
erasure transformation, now morc commonly known as Equi-NP-Deletion,
is subject to the following coreference constraint:

The following conditions (henceforth the erasure principle) govern the ap-
plication of the identity erasure transformation. An NP, is erased by an identi-
cal NP, if and only if there is a S, such that

(i) NP,is dominated by S,

(ii) NP, neither dominates nor is dominated by S,

(iii) for all NP, neither dominating nor dominated by S,, the distance

between NP; and NP, is greater than the distance between NP, and
NP, where the distance between two nodes is defined in terms of the
number of branches in the path connecting them.
According to this principle, the complement subject NP; can unly be crased
if it is identicul, or coreferential, with a certain noun phrase NP, in the matrix
sentence. This NP, henceforth called the controller, is alwuys the vne ‘nearest’
tuthe complement subject, nearness being measured in terms of the number of
branches in a treediagram.

Rosenbaum’s Erasure Principle successfully predicts the controller inall ca-
ses in which the matiix verb is w two place predicate, because there is, apart from
the complement, only vne other NP in the matrix sentences i.e., in sentencey like
(1) Peter tried to convince them
(2) Peter preferred to wait until evening
it correctly specifics the matrix subject Peter tu be coreferential with the
‘understood’ subject of the infinitive complement. In the case of subject cuom-
plementation, it correctly specifies the matrix object to be coreferential with
the complement subject, as in:

(8) It annoyed Peter to learn that the train was late

Tor object complementation with three-place matrix verbs, the Erasure
Principle always designates the other vbject as coreferentiel with the comple-
ment subject, but disalluws the two subjects to be coreferential. This is correct
for the majority of three-pluce verbs like accuse, advise, ask, encourage, force,
order, persuade, prevent, remind, urge, and many others, as may be exempli-
fied by the following sentences:

(4) Mary accused Peter of having stolen her dissertation

(5) Mary advised Pecter to start early

(6) Mary prevented Peter from getting married

(7) Mary urged Peter to buy a hat
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Postal (1970: 475 f), Konig/Legenhausen (1972:46 f), and Jackendoff (1872:
208) have pointed .ut, however, tha* in sentences with the verbs promise,
swear, vou, wake an oath, and learn the Erasure Principle makes wrong predic-
tions because in fact the two subjects are understood tu be coreferential.

( 8) The poet promised his friends to rhyme no more
( 9) The poet swore (vowed) made an oath to Erato to rhyme no more
(10) The poet learned from the archer to hunt with bow and arrow

To these I would like to add the verbs threaten, offer, owe, affirm, assure, con-
Jess, admat, betray, disclose, conceal, deny, boast, apologize, and complain. They
exhibit the same exceptional properties with regard to the Erasure Principle,
as shown in the following sentences:

(11) The tyrant threatened the poet to have his tongue cut off

(12} The tyrant offered (to) his allies to declare war on their enemies

(13) Pecter owes it to his children to vindicate their dead mother’s reputa-
tion

(14) He affirmed to them never to have been there before

(15) He assured them of being rcady to help

(16) He confessed to his friend to having stolen the money

(17) He admitted to the police to having committed murder

(18) He denied to the police ever having been there before

(19) He bad never betrayed/disclosed to them having stolen the money

(20) He concealed from his wife having mect the woman before

(21) He often boasts to his friends of being the best tennis-player in town

(22) He apologized to his friends for being rude

(23) He complained to his boss of/about having not enough work to dv

Tam going to comment on sentences like these later on.

It iy interesting to note in this connection that infinitive coniplementation
in German corresponds exactly to what has been said abcat English. More-
ver, the translativn equivalents of the verbs just mentivned alsv form excep-
tions to the Erasure Principle as stated by Rosenbaum. The verbs are. ver-
sprechen, geloben, schuoren, droken, anbieten, schulden,lernen, versichern, geste-
hen, zugeben, verralen, eriffnen, verheimlichen, besireiten, sich riihmen, sich
entschuldigen, sich beklagen, sich beschweren. As most of the sentences (8)— (23)
have clusc equivalents in German, it is sufficient to give unly a fLw examples:

( 8°) Der Dichter versprach seinen Freunden, nicht mehr zu reimen

( 9°) Der Dichter schwor/gelobte Erato, nicht mehr zu reimen

(11°) Des Tyrann drohte dem Dichter (damit), seine Zunge abschneiden zu
lassen

(13°) Peter schuldet es seinen Kindern, das Ansehen ihrer toten Mutter wie-
derherzustellen
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(16") Er gestand seinem Freund, das Geld gestohlen zu haben

(20") Er verheimlichte seiner Ehefrau, die Frau scheun getroffen zu haben

‘Whereas the majority of these verbs take a surface object in the dative case, a

few verbs only occur with a verb specific prcpositional phrase (*verbspezifische

Pripositionalangabe’; cf. Engelen 1976: 161 - 176):

(17") Er gab vor der Polizei zu, cinen Mord begangen zu haben

(21') Er rithmt sich oft gegeniiber seinen Freunden, der beste Tennisspicler
in der Stadt zu sein

(23") Er beklagte/beschwerte sich bei seinem Chef (dariiber), nicht genug
Arbeit zu haben

In view of these exceptions, the general validity of Rosenbaum’s Erasure

Principle can no longer be sustained. This is not very surprising if one stops

to consider that Rusenbaum tries to explain purely on the basis of structura

1 considerations what turms out to be very elearly a semantie phenome-

nen.

Before I go to outline a solution to the control problem on a semantie
basis, I would like to comment briefly on a few other proposals that have
been put forward by Stockwel! et al. (1968), Postal (1970), and Jackendoff
(1972).

The objections raised against Rosenbaum’s analysis also hold against the
solution proposed by Stochwell et al., because it merely constitutes a refor-
mulation of Resenbaum’s Erasure Principle in terms of case grammar. That
this is true is evident from their attempt o explain the sentence
(24) He promised us to leave at once
as & ‘simple blend’ of the two constructions (25) and (26) witkout presenting
any evidence for their assumption (Stockwell et al. 1968:560):

(26) He promised us that he would leave at once
(26) He promised to leave at once

Postal (1970.470 - 476) proposes that the determination of the controller
is to be accomplished by threc modal constraints which he calls the Ought,
the Will Would, and the Would of intentzon modal constraint. Speeifivally, he
propounds that sentenws containing infinitive cunstructions of the kind under
consideration here should be derived from underlying structures in which the
complement contains & modal. Thus, in the following pairs which serve as
examples for the three modal cunstraints each, the (b) sentences should be
considered transformutionally derived from the structures underlying the
(a) sentences:
should
ought to
(27b) Harry told Max to enlist in the army (Postal 1970:471)
(28a) George asked Rilly if hey wou help Mary
(28b) George asked Bill to help Mary (Postal 1970: 473)

(27a) Harry told Max, that he; { enlist in the army
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(292) Harry; promised Bill that he; would visit Greta

(20b) Haxry promised Bill to visit Greta (Postal 1970:475 £)

Apart from the question of whether the (a) and (b) sentences are really para-
phrases of each other, which is certainly doubtful at least in the cases of (27a)
and (27b), Postal’s proposal leads to difficulties with verbs that do not allow
dependent that-clauses at all. Thus, for verbs like beg, beseeck, implore, Postal
is forced to require ar obligatory rule that transforms the embedded sentence
into an infinitive complement (Postal 1970:474). The choice of the correct
modal constraint for verbs like these obviously becomes rather arbi-
trary.

It should be noted that Postal is only concerned with analysing linguistie
verbs used non-declaratively. His modal constraints therefore do not apply
to a large group of non linguistic verbs like force, oblige, prevent, although they
involve controller uniqueness just as the other verbs do. Morcover, Postal
does not mention the class of linguistic verbs that require their complements
to be vorzeitig, i.e., they require the action, process, or state referred to by the
complement to be previous to the action referred to by the matrix sentence,
as in the following examples:

(30) The police accused/suspected the poet of having stolen the money
(31) He apologized to his wife for having written the letter

It would clearly be absurd to claim the presence of a modal in the deep
struoture of these gerund complements. Accordingly, no modal constraint is
available to explain the differing corcference constraints in sentences like (30)
and (31).

The conclusion seems inevitable that the modal constraints neither fully
succeed in predicting which particular noun phrase must be the coutroller
in specific cases, nor do they adequately designate the verbs that reguire con-
troller uniqueness. Although Postal’s analysis does not provide a satisfactory
solution, it nevertheless points to the fact that the verbs under consideration
share & semantic feature which allows for the unique determination of the
controller.

Jackendoff (1972:207 - 228) proposes to account for these facts by what he
calls nefworks of coreference, which he defines as well-formedness conditions
imposed by particular verbs on the semantic representation of sentences in
which they oceur. The networks of corefecrence are, in turn, defined with
regard to his thematic relations with which these verbs are associated in func-
tional sentence structure. The thematic relations may be viewed as being
equivalent to Fillmore's case relations; the objections Jackendoff (1972:
34 - 306) raises against this comparison have been removed by Fillmore’s
(1971a) revision of case grammar. The coreference condition necessary to
identify the controller would thus be a function of the thematic relations
asgociated with a particular verb.

Q c ot
EMC I

IToxt Provided by ERI



150 Rudolf Thiem

it should be pointed out, however, that Jackendoff’s proposal does not
lead to a generalization of the kind that a certein thematic relation without
exception acts as the controller in complement subject deletion under cuie-
ference. This entails that Jackendoff has to state his networks of < eference
for cach verb, or class of verb, individually. Accordingly, he assigns the samne
set of thematic relations to the verbs permit und force as to verb promise
(1972 . 216 £), which requires him to state that for the first two verbs control lies
with the thematic relation that is o1dinarily realized as surtace ubject, whereas
fu. promise it is the thematic relatiorn that ordinarily forms its subject.

Apart from these shortcomings, Jackendoft’s proposal again supports the
conclusion arrived at above that the coreference constraints under discus-
sivn are o funetion of certain semantic features common to predicates that
allow infinitive and gerund cumplements, because lis thematic relativns
may be considered as general semantic properties of predicates.

I would now like to show that it is possible to avoid having to mark cach
verb individually for contiol. This secms feasible tuo me on the basis of case
grammar. I propose to refer to the fellowing set of semantic vase relationships,
which are given below togethe: with shortened versions of Fillmore's defini-
tions of theni (Fillmore 1871a:41):

Agentive (A) instigator of an action, animate

Experiencer (E) the affected of a psychological event or 1w a o ntal state,
animate

Instrumental (I) instrument; stimulus in & mental event

Objective (0) semantically most neutral case

Source (So) the origin or starting point of an action

Goal (G) the receiver, or end point, of an action

For cbvious reasuns, I cannot go deeply into the problem of how particular
predicates can be shuwn tu associate with une or several of tliese cases. It
must be sufficient to mention that & number of syntactic tests, such as the
imperative test, the do so test and the happen test, may serve for distin-
guishing among Agentives, Experioncers, and Objectives (of. Cruse 1973 and
Dillon 1974). Other paraphrase tests way be available for identifying Instru-
mentals (cf. Nilsen 1872 and 1973). I must, however, gu intv the question of
how Source and Goal are tu be assigned to particular verbs, because it will
prove essential to the following argument. '
Abstracting from their wiiginally locative meaning, Fillmore uses these two
cases to acceunt for the conyerse relation bevween verbs like lend and borrow,
or sell and buy. Twou lexically distinet predicates are said to be the converse of
each other if they imply each other, and if the lexical substitution of one term
for the uther cvincides with a reversal in the positivn of two of their noun

v
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phrases. This may be illustrated by the following examples in which I have
indicated the case roles non-formally:

{32a) The poet solls roses to schoolgirls.

A=8o o G
(32b) Schoolgirls buy roses from the poet
A=0G 0 So

By allowing two separate underlying cases to be represented by a single
surface noun phrase, Fillmore is moreover able to explain the well-known
differonces and similarities in the meaning of the verbs give, gef, and take

(83a) Peter gives the book to Mary
A=8o o) G

(33b) Mary gets the book from Peter

G o So
(33c) Mary takes the book from Peter
A=G o So

To indicate the difference between (33b) and (33c) as each being the converse
of (33a) I suggest we call sentences like (33b) process-converses and sentences
like (330) action-converses. The three of them all imply unilaterally the ollow-
ing resull-sentence:

(83d) Mary has the book

This way of accounting for cunverscness receives further independent support
from the results of Bendix’ (1966:76) feature analysis of give, get, take, lend,
borrow, and a few other verbs.

It follows from vhese cunsiderations that the best way of establishing that a
given predicate has Source and Goal among its cases is to show that it has
at least one converse term. Let us therefore cxamine another well-known
pair of conver.. verbs, namely teach and learn, which may, as opposed to the
verbs examined before, take infinitive complements as their objects. Consider
the following examples, where I have again indicated the cases non formally:

{34a) The archer taught the poet to hunt wilh bow and arrow

A=S8o G o
(34b) The poet learned from the archer to hunt with bow and arrow
A=G So o

(34b) has been given above as a counteroxample to Rosenbaum’s

Erasure Principle. Tt is important to observe that in both (34a) and (34b) the
noun phrase understood to be coreferential with the erased complement
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subject is the poel. The same coreference condition obtains in German, as
may be illustrated by the translation equivalents of (34a) and (34b).

(34a’) Der Bogner lehrte den Dichter, mit Pfeil und Bogen zu jagen
0

A=8o G
(34b’) Der Dichter lernte vom Bogaer, mit Pfeil und Bogen zu jagen
A=G So 0

In each of the four sentences, the Goal in the matrix sentence mst be then
controller. This is obviously the point where the controller problem and the
converseness analysis converge. If a semantic erasure principle can be formula-
ted in terms of case relationships at all, and it must be kept in mind that
case relationships represent certain general semantic properties of predicates,
the consideration of these sentences leads to the conclusion that the controller
is determined on the basis of the Source-Goal relation.

To support this proposal, it would, strictly speaking, be necessary to show
that each of the large group of verbs like permit, advise, ask, accuse, force,
has a converse. As all of these verbs require their surface objects to be core-
ferential with the deleted complement subject, we are led to assume, on the
analogy of teach, that their objects are Goals. These verbs, however, do not
appear to have lexically distinct converse terms either in German or in En-
glish, whereas they all permit of grammatical conversion, i.e. passivization.
It is & well-known fact that the passive transformation does not affcct the
coreference relation under discussion, and a passivized sentence may be said
to correspond to the process-converse mentioned above.

Another way out of this dilemma is to use paraphrases with corresponding
verbal nouns, e.g.:

(36a) John permitted the children to go to the zoo

(36b) John gave the children permission to go to the zoo

(36¢) The children got permission from John to go to zoo

The last sentence correlates with the passive version of the first one:

(86d) The children were permitted (by John) to go to zoo

The corresponding result-sentence would be as follows:

(36e) The children had permission to go to the zoo-

This may not, under closer examination, prove to have a general applica-
tion, because such paraphrases are not available for each of thesu verbs, but
it certainly supports the analysis under the given conditions.

It should be observed, however, that these paraphrases do not seem to
distinguish verbs like permit from verbs liko promise, as is evident from the
following examples as compared to (35a—o):

(362) The poet promised his friends to rhyme no more
(36b) The poet gave his friends the promise to rhyme no mors
(380) His friends rece:. >d the promise from the poet to rhymo no more
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In view of these similaritics, Jackendoff (1972:214 - 219) is led to assume tho
same set of thematic relations for permit and promise. Jbserve, huwever, that
the process-sentences with promise, as opposed to those with permit, are very
odd if the Agentive is left out:

(36d) *His friends reccived the promise to rhyme no more

(86e) *His friends were promised to rhyme no more

The German translation equivalents with versprecken exhibit the same oddness,
while those with erlauben do not: : '

(36d°) *Die Freunde erhielten das Verspreehen, nicht mehy zu reimen

(36e’) *Den Freunden wurde versprochen, nicht mehr zu reimen

(37)  Die Kinder erhielten dic Erlaubnis, in den Zoo zu gehen

On the other hand, sentenccs with nominalizations instead of infinitive com-
plements are quite acceptable:

(38) John was promised an expeditious consideration of his application
(38') Hans wurde eine schnelle Bearbeitung seines Antrages versprochen
Thus, it seems that the sentences (35)— (38) do not clearly support the assump-
tion that the surfac object of the verb promise, in contradistinction to permit
and similar verbs, is not Goal but some other case. It is therefore necessary
to produce some more evidenee.

For this, let us in the first instance consider more closely the list of verbs
given above as exceptions to Rosenbaum’s Erasure Principle. Apart from
learn, which has already been attended to, and owe, which I propose to deal
with shortly, they are verbs that denote specific linguistic performances.
This i8 true also for offer when it is used with an infinitive complement. The
greatest common semantic measure for the abjects of these verbs therefore
ig the feature hearer of a specific linguistic performance, which may be marked
positively or negatively, thus accounting for verbs like conceal.

In contrast to this, th~ other group of three-place verbs, such as permit,
accuse, force, suspect, s-vent, also includes non-linguistic verbs, and conse-
quently their objects do not allow of the same common characterization. For
them, the greatest common semantic measure more generally is the feature
partivipant affected by the action or process denoted by the verb. The definition
must include process to account for the objects of Experiencer verbs like
envy and its German counterpart beneiden, c. g.:

(39) The boy envied the other children for being allowed to play outside

(39) Der Junge beneidete die anderen Kinder (darum), drauBen spielen zu
diirfen

These two cheracterizations may scem rather vague, but it must be kept in mind

that they constitute generalizations which are to cover & considerable number

of almost disparate applications.

It is important to observe that the salient point of these characterizations
is the distinetion betwcen two different kinds of objects. Although they appear to
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coincide in the case of verbs like accuse, it can be shown that they must be
kept apart. This is evident from instances where the two co-occur, e.g. in the
German sentence:
(40) Maria beschuldigte Peter vor allen Leulen, ihre Dissertation gestohlen zu
naben
I% is not even necessaty that the accused person is actually present when the
accusation is made, e. g.:
(41) Wihrend seiner Abwesenheit beschuldigte Maria Peter allen
Leuten gegentlber, ihve Dissertation gestohlenzu haben. A literal transla-
tion of this sentence would be as follows:
(41') While he was absent, Mary accused Peter in front of everybody of
having stolen her dissertation
The possibility of the two kinds of objects co-occuring is due to th fact that
any lingnistic verb notionally implies the presence of a hearer, although not
all of them allow it to vceur in surface structure. Thus, it was pnssible to quote
sentences like (17) and (21) as counterexamples to Rosenbaum’s Erasure
Principle:
(17) He admitted to tho police to having committed murder
(21) He often buasts to his friends of being the best tennis-player in town
With verbs like admit and boast, that-clauses are usually preferred to infinitive
complements when they co-occur with this kind of object. That accounts for
the impression that sentences like (17) and (21) are somewhat unusual, although
they are in the opinion of a native speaker by all means grammatical. In
Fuglish, thes: verbs upparently require their objects almost invariebly to
take the prepositivn to, with the exception of conceal which takes from, whereas
the vorresponding German verbs take the prepositions zu, vor, gegeniiber and
bei. It has already been pointed out, however, that in German there is with
objects of this kind no clear-cut distinction between those that require these
prepositions and those that are datives morphologically.

Moreover, it is interesting to observe in this connection that in both

English and German there are other verb-specific prepositional phrases which
in fact impose » secundary coreference constraint on the complements to
vorbs that ordinarily do not impose them. Thus, (41’) ma; be compared to
the following sentences:
(42) Mary snid to her friends about Pe.er that he had stolen her dissertation
(43) *Mary said to her friends about Peter that Bill had stolen her dissertation
The latter sentence obviously is meaningless in that the complement does not
refer to Peter, unless one assumes that Peter is a gitl referred to by the pro-
noun her.

All this seems to suppurt the assumption that the objects of the verbs just
discussed ure semanticaufy distinct from those of the other verbs. At this
point I cannot go into the question of whether it is possible to identify the

151




Erasure principls for German and English infinitive complements 165

former with one of Fillmore’s cases. To leave the question open for the time

being, let us call it the X case.

There is, however, cvidence that the characterization of X, as orosed to
that of Goal, has to be slightly modified. For this, consider the follo +.1g quota-
tion from the OED (s. v. oblige):

(44) In gratitude for the bequest of Preston, the town council obhged them-

selves to his son to build that aisle to his memory

Oblige ob riously belongs to the class of verbs that take a Goal objec$, and

accordingly themselves is to be classified as such, while to his son can only be

assigned to case X. The same is true of the corresponding German verb verpflich-
ten:

(44") Aus Dankbarkeit fiir Prestons Vermachtnis verpflichtete sich des Stadt-
rat seinem Sohn gegeniiber (dazu), das Seitenschiff zu seinem Gedenken
zu erbauen

Although oblige and verpflichten seero to bo linguistic verbs here, they can also
be used in a non-linguistic meaning. Thus, the characterization of X should
be modified so as to include possible non-linguistic verbs. I would suggest
the following: participant involved in (but xot affected by) the action, process, or
state denoted by the verb. The characterization must include state to account for
verbs like owe. as we are going to see immediately.

Now, it is relevant to compare the verb oblige oneself with promise, swear,
vow, and threaten. They all denote the performance of a speech act that, to
different degrees, binds the speaker to the hearer with regard to a future
action for or, in the case of threaten, against the hearer. Oblige oneself can
be said to be the superordinate term, while the other three verbs are its hypo-
nyms, i.e. they cach imply the superordinate term (cf. Lycns 1968:453 -
-455). :

'This compariscz: points to a very interesting conclusion. Consider the
following set of sentences:

(45) They obliged themselves to the son to erect a statue to the memory of his

father

(46) They promised/threatened/ swore to/ vowed fo the son to crect a statue
to the memory ¢ his father

(47) They owed it fo the son to erect a statuc to the memory of his father

We can observe that the object representing Goal in (45), i.e. themselves, does

not appear in the sentences (46) and (4%7), whereas case X, i.e. to the son, ap-

pears in three of them. (47) is obviously the result-sentence of (45) and (46),

differing notably from other result-sentences in that owe requires an object.

For these reasons, we are led to assume that promvise, thredlen, swear, and
vow incorporate the missing Goal, whith it scems must be coreferential
with the surface subject. In other words, the verbs under consideration are
semantically reflexive.

Q
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The same conclusions arve valid for German, as can be inferred from the
following sentences:

(45°) Sie verpflichteten sich dem Sokn gegeniiber, eine Statue zum Gedenken
an seinen Vater zu errichten

(46°) Sie versprachen/drohten/schworen/gelobten dem Sokn, cine Statue znm
Gedenken an seinen Vater zu errichien

(47') Sie schuldeten es dem Sohn, eine Statue zum Gedenken an seinen Vater
zu errichten

Furthermore, this cunclusivn can be coi.oborated by comparing some Englisk

verbs which I have already mentioned as constituting exceptions to Rosen-

baum's Erasure Principle to their reflexive German counterparts, i.e. offer/sich

erbicten, apologize,sich entschuldigen, complain| sich beklagen, boast|sich rihmen

For reasons of space, I cannot go into details in this paper.

My aim would be to show that in all instances in which verbs as those
cxamined above impose coreference constraints not only on dependent infini-
tive complements, but also on other complements such as that-clauses, the
Source-Goal relation is relevant to coreference.

The result of the present paper is the following Erasure Principle: The
Goal of the matrix verb deletes the subject of the infinitive complement.
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SOME ASPECTS OF MODIFICATION IN ENGLISE AND POLISH —
PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

ErzBIETA MUSKAT-TABAKOWSKA

The Jagellonian University of Cracow

The remarks presented in this paper follow the author’s research on the
distinction between restrictive (R) and nonrestrictive (INR) modification in
English and Polish. The results were partially discussed elsewhere (Muskat-
-Tabakowska, 1976), but the analysis of the data made it seem justified to
discuss certain aspects of the problem separately, in view of their pedagogical
implications.

The arguments presented further in this paper result from the following
observations. K and NR modifieation (of both types, i.e. S-modification and
NP-modification), nearly absent from written compositions produced by
learners on the intermediate level (i.e. students of junior years of English
Philology), become relatively frequent in the work of more advanced students
(years IV and V). The latter refers mainly to NR modifieation with free modi-
fiers in the sentence final position, which confirms the opinion expressed by
F. Christensen, who considers this partieular structure as one of the charaec
teristics of ‘mature style’ (Christensen 1968:575).

In spite of the level of proficiency in English which enables the students to
produce sentences of considerable length and syntactic complexity, errors
attested in their work prove that they are often unaware of the existence of
conventional, formal and semantic criteria that distinguish between the two
kinds of modification. Consequently, the students do not realize that faulty
punctuation — in absence of the other criteria — can result in blurring the
distinction and lead to distortion of meaning. The naturc of these errors
changes in a characteristic way during the course of learning, and is strictly
related to syntactic preferences. students of junior years use restrictive modi-
fying clauses more frequently than the non restrictive ones, the most comnion
error being the use of the “surplis’ comma in front cf the relative pronoun
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160 Elzbiota Muskat-Tabakowska

(for discussivn, sec Muskat-Tabakowska, 1976).In senior years, however, the
preference for NR modification becomes evident, the absence uf comma prece-
ding the relative pronoun being a frequent crror. It is the systematic character
of both types of error that accounts for my conviction that they reflect some
sort of transitional competence on the part of the learners.

As ‘superfluous’ punctuation seems to disappear at the later stages of
learning, ¥ itis niainly ‘iuadequate’ punctuation that Iintend to consider in this
place. It is the purpose of this paper to provide some suggestions concerning
pussible remedial prucedures, as the limitation ofthe scupe of this investigation
has alsu been prumuted by the disquieting discovery that not only does the crror
persevere, but it becomes more frequent in the work produced by students whose
formal education in the ficld of the English language has practically been comple
ted. '

The starting puint fur the present discussion was an analysis of all instances
of modificatiun, encountered in 43 essays written by the fifth ycar students asa
part of requirements for the cxamination in Methods of Tcachiug in the Insti-
tute of English of the Jagellonian University.

Theresults of the analysis are given below:

T RESTRICTIVE | NONRESTRICTIVE
Typos of tmodi- i - ' No comma,
fication Corre:t  “Surplus’ Correct No comma, potontial
I punct-_mtlorl_l ~“-cﬂﬁmn : punctuation ino ambiguity ambiguity
{
; 14 5 ] 18 l 16 i 17
Totals ' 16, 32 T
: 19 T 18 T
- 67

Iu spite uf thcn limited scope, the data confirm my earlier hypothesis:
the 1ule whiclt requices insertion of a comma in front of the pronoun in any
relative clause (which is most probably due to the interference of the learners’
native tongue) is cradicated during the process of formal teaching. The new
rule (‘no comma inttoducing any relative clauses’) vecurs as the result of over-
gonc talization, which aceounts for inadequate punctuation in cases of NR modi-
fication. This was also confinned by sume data tuken from English texts writ
ten by Poles who are highly proficient in Euglish but who had learned the lan-
guwm by the natural method and had neva recived any formal education. Cf.

. The investigation, which was carried out, made possible prelwmnar y deler

mination of SO, distribution in space und time.
(R, w1itten by a person who learned English in Britain, where L spent several

years).

1 Four a dotarlod discussion of this problom, sve Muskat-Tabakowska 1976,

156




Modification in Englisk and Polish 161

Such instances most probably result from interference, reinforced by obser-
vation of linguistic data (i.e. cases of NR modification) which cannot be pro-
perly classified because the principle of classification is unknown. Cf., however.

2, The Department of Analyses and Forecasting of Atmospheric and Water

Pollution, where the proposed investigation would be conducted, employs
28 workers.
(NR, from the same text as ex. 1)

As the data seem to show, both presence and absenceof forinal normative
tuition can result in overgeneralization. the forme: leads to inadequate, the lut-
ter — to superfluous punctuation. This in turn suggests that although the ta-
xonomy of mod.., ing relative clauses must be taught, some new techniques
should be introduced in order to make the process of teaching more effective.
It was the search for such techniques that provided an incentive for the ful-
lowing investigation.

In Polish, punctuation of both R and NR clauses is regulated by a “cate-
gorically demanding rule® (‘przepis bezwzglednie nakazujacy °, of. Praylubscy
1973:22) which requires that the clause is set off by two commas — the ‘open-
ing” and the ‘closing’ one. The nature of the rule is purely conventional, which
accounts for systeinatic ambiguity (in respect of R vs. NR modification) of all
modifying clauses that are not dismabiguated by some other factors.

In English, the comma is ‘the most flexible of all punctuation marks in the
range of its use and it has eluded gramnmarians’ attempts to categorize its uses
satisfactorily” (Quirk et al. 1972.1058). In spite of the fact that investigating
the system of punctuation means ‘dealing with tendencies which, while clear eno-
ugh, are by no means rules’(Quirk et al. 1972:1061), a fairly guneral rule has been
formulated which states that ‘a comma occurs before a relative pronoun in a
non-restrictive clause, matching the commencement of a new tone unit’
(Quirk et al. 1972:1064).

In Polish, this part of the rule that demands the use of the ‘closing’ comma
is gradually becoming a purely nurmative prescription, as its omission is the
cumimon practice among the native speakers of Polish (cf. Przylibscy 1973:
46). Ample evidence can be found in written and printed texts of all sorts.
The “upening’ comma, however, is @ proverbial ‘must’ with the educated Poles.

In English, the corresponding rule -- despite its differentiating function —
alsu seems mostly prescriptive with many native speakers. The data collected
for the purposes of this investigation prove that the comma - written equi-
valent of the ‘comma intonation’  is used mainly in those cases in which the
lack of punctuation would make reading difficult, result in significant ambi-
guity, or lead to misunderstanding.

The examples whicli were used to check this hypothesis come from an
informal letter, written by an English girl (with a university dipluma in humani-
tics). The letter included cight instances of NR relative clauses, only four of

11 Papers and Studles...
Q )
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which were preceded by & comma. The remaining four were presented to five
native speakers of English, who were given the text in its entirety. It was ac-
companied by a note explaining that it was selected for the purpose of testing a
group of students in comprehension, and that they were kindly asked to cor-
rect all mistakes that they might find init. Four of my informants were Brit-
ish, the fifth was an American, all of them were educated (university diplomas),
two were professional teachers of English. The sentences, as well as the results,
are given below.

3. Rita left our flat to go to Milan where she is now teaching English.

(An obvious case of NR modification. Comma supplied by one informant, a
professional teacher of English).

4 With the three-day week, we went home early on Thursdays and Fridays

which was a bright light in the gloom!
(NR S-modification. None of the informants supplied the comma).

5. The Warsaw Book Fair is from 19th to 24th May this year, two days shorter

than before which will be a good thing as the last two days did drag...
(NR S-modification. Comma supplied by one informant — the same as in case
of 3. — probably in order to set off the inserted adverbial phrase.)

6. We have also been to various plays which we have enjoy yed.

(NR NP modification. we had first seen the plays and only afterwards enjoyed
them, which rules out the possibility of R modification. None of the informants
supplied the comma).

The necessity of using & comma in the remaining four NR clauses was con-
firmed by all informants, who acknowledged the dismabiguating or clarifying
function of punctuation in these cases:

1. Many thanks for the lovely postcard from the mountains, which arrived

this morning.
(There was only one postcard, and it arrived this morning.) cf.

0. Many thanks for the lovely postcard from the mountains {u;;:;cth} arrived

this morning.
(There were more postcards, and one of them arrived this morning).
8. 1t has been very mild, but we had one surprise morning of snow, which had
all melted by the afternoon.

(Snow eame as a surprise, but it melted soon.)
cf.

8a. *It hasbeen very mild, but we had one surprise morning of snow { that

which}

had all melted by the afternoon.
(Semantically unacceptable).

9. Sheis hoping to go into social work, which she was doing here before.
(She is hoping to begin doing the same kind of work.)
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of

9a. She is hoping to go into social work which

that } she was doing here before.
(She is hoping to come back to. the same job.)
10. Please thank Tadek for his letter, whick I have sent to be framed.
(There was only one letter, and it wiil be framed.)
cf.
. which
10a. Please thank Tadek for his letter{ that
(There were more letters, and one of them will be framed.)

These examples seem to imply that the native speaker’s linguistic intui-
tionr accounts for less correspondence between intonation in speech and punc-
tuation in writing that it is usually given ciredit for. punctuation is not used
consistently as a means of ‘recording intonation’. Once the discrepaney be-
tween the norm and usage is stated, however, there does not seem to be much
point in teaching the formei, which the traditional approach tends to do,
Consequently, une must begin by lovking for criteria of differentiation between
the two types of modification vther than the unreliable, mainly conventional
and normative, eriterion of presence or absence of a eomma.

The deep strueture of relative clauses, both R and NR, is apparently the
same for the two languages under consideration. Out of the existing interpreta-
tions, I feel inclined to accept the one presented by Sandra A. Thompson,
i.e. the assumption that an “appropriate underlying representation for a rela-
tive clause sentence is a conjunction” (Thompson 1971:80). At least in case
of NR modification such an interpretation scems widely accepted, and it is
generally assumed that all NRs must be derived frum sequences of sentences.
In respect of Polish, traditional taxonumies based on semantic criteria consider
relative clause sentences as having “za podstawe to, Ze oba méwig o tym su-
my m przedmiocie”.? ef.. “a relative cluuse sentence is equivalent to two inde-
pendent predicators on the same argument’™ (Thompson 1971:80). NP and
S-mudyfying NR clauses had not been isolated till redutively reeently (both B
and NR 1elative clauses were classified as “przydawkowe’ — attributive, cf.
discussion in Tabukowska 1966). However, one of the earlicst definitions em-
phasises the aspect of tense in such clauses,® as well as semantic import of the
relative pronoun itself: °... a zaimki kldéry,co omaczajg to samo, co. e on, a ten,
{ om, on za$’.* This function of the relative pronoun was alsv notieed by Thomp-

* ... based upun the fact thet they both refer tv the same vbject’ (Klemonsiowicz
(1937:2566 - 250), quoted in Tabakowska (1966:133)).

* A fuctur svumingly more signuicant in Polish than in English. Detailod discussivn
of thus aspect of the prublom, howuyer promising, exceods tho scopo of this paper.

¢ ... und the pronouns which, what (==which in English, EMT) mean the samo as:
and he, and this one, but ke’ (Krasnowolski (1898.120), quoted in Tabakowska (1866:
134)).

I have sent to be framed.
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son, who uses it as one of formal criteria of idertification of such clauses.?
Klemensiewicz (1963. 86), who acknowledges the existeace of the distine-

tion between R (‘zdania przydawkowe’) and NR (‘zdania rozwijajace’) real-

tive clauses, enumerates the following formal criteria which he considers

characteristic of the former (but not the latter) eategory:

1. Criterion of clause reduction:

a. the V of the VP in the relative clause can be teplaced with a participle
(‘imiegt6éw przymiotnikowy czynny lub bierny’), e. g.

11. Zly to ptak, co wlasne gnir.do kala.

1la. Zly to plak, kalajqcy wiasne gniazdo.

cf.

11b. It's an il bird that fouls its own nest.

1lc. I¥'s an ill bird fouling its own nest.
b. the V of the VP in some /sic) of such relative clauses can be placed with a

gerund, eg. .
12. Starotyiny by zwyczaj, i3 dziedzice rowi na pierwezej uczcie sami shusyli
ludows.

12a. Slaroiytny byl zwyczaj sluienia samych dzied-icow lydowi na pierwszej uczcie.

cf. .

12b There was an old custom such that the new squires themselves served the
people at the first feast.

12¢. There was an old custom of scrving the people by the new squires themselves

at the first feast.

Criterion of attribute conjuncticn. a non-reduced relative clause can be

joined to ihe attribute by means of & conjunction, eg.

13 ... owq piosenke, slawng dzi§ na calym Swiecie, a ktérq po raz pierwszy ...
wygralty Wlochom polskie trqby legijondw.

to

cf.
13a. 2... that song, now famous all vve: the world, a .d which was played o the
Italians for the firs! time by the Polish legions trumpels.

¢ Thompson acknowludges tho existunce of cortain restriction un tlus tost. and
cannut by usod t0 cumbine thy main clavse and the NP-modify g NR clatoy it one of
the constituonts is either a question or an imperative; cf. her examnple:

Tell your father, who is outside, that supper 18 ready.
but:

* el your father that supper is ready, and he is oulaide.
Tho test applied to iho Polish equivalent of tho sentence gives:

Powiedz ojcu, ktdry jest na dworze, Ze kolacja gotowa.

*Powiedz ojcu, ¢ kolacja gotowa. i on jest na dworze.

Powiedz ojcu, ie kolacja gotowa, a on jest na dworze.
It soorns liloly that pussible accoptabiity of the last of tho abuvu sus tunwes results fron
thu distinctivn butwuen sumantic iupurt of the conjunction & w8 compared with a. Doteulod
discussion oxceods the scope of the present analysis.
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8. Criterion of ‘augury’: in the main clause deictic pronouns ten (this), dw
(that), taki (such) are used, which introduce the contents of the relative
clause, eg.
14. Odrodzenie nastapi przez tych, kidrzy idg.
cf.
Ma. Renaissance will be brought about by those who keep going.®
As shown in Tabakowska (1966), none of these criteria can be considered
reliable; either because they only apply in some cases (eg. there are verbs in
Polish which do not forra attributive participles) or else because they apply
to evidently NR clauses as well, cf. eg.
15.  Pierwszq ksiqike Wojciechowskiego, napisang w 1966 r., poiyczyla mi
. Maria. (Criterion la)
of.
15a. Wojciechowski’s first book, written in 1966, was lent to me by Maria.
16.  Wspominala lata wojny, late szamotania sig ze zlym losem.
(Criterion 1b)
cf.
16a. She remembered the years of war, the years of fighting against the cruel
fate.
17.  Aktorka Maja Komorowska, bardzo jui slawna, a ktdrej ja jeszcze nie oglg-
dalem, nieczesto wystepugje w telewizji. .
(Criterion 2)
of.
17a. ? Actress Maja Komorowska, already very famous and whom I have not
yet seen, seldom appears in T'V.
18. Te ksiqzke, klora jest jui powszechnie znana, posyceyla mi Maria. (Cri-
terion 3)
cf.
18a. This book, which is already very well-known, was lent to me by Maria.
Klemensiewicz himself uscs the criteria with considerable lack of consis-
tency, and tue distinction between the two types of modification often beco-
mes blurred. This can be easily seen in the sentence 13. above, which is appa-
rently an instance of NR modification (the ‘augury’, i.. the pronoun owg,
clearly refers back to some restriotion imposed by the ecarlier context, which
has not been quoted). Similarly, senter.ces qualified as ‘rozwijajace’ (examples
given in Klemensiewicz (1963:101) fulfil criterion 1b and, as was rightly
observed by Tabakowska (1966:137), ar. intuively felt to be ‘attributive®
(i.e. restrictive).
At is seen from the English versions of 11. - 18., all the above remarks apply
to English in the same measure as they apply to Polish. The failure of Kle-

* Examples 11. - 14. from Klomensiowioz 1963 :86. The headings — EMT.
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mensiewicz's formal criteria, as well as evidence given by Thompson, secm
to imply that the distinction between R and NR modifying clauses has no
syntactic foundations, either in English or in Polish. To quete Thompson
(1971:87) again, “‘the differences between restrictive and non-restrictive re-
lative clause sentences are not of the sort that ought ‘o be represented struc-
turally, instead, they at. differences representing a sp.sker’s decision about
huw to present to the hearer informativn present in the moditying representa-
tion”.

It is precisely this deciiun that in Polish often becor.es overtly manifest-
ed in the surface structure of NR relative clause sentenves. Neumely, the NR
modifying clauses can incdude one of the limited set of semautically cognate
adverbs (or adverbial phrases).” The list includes such iteras as zreszfg after
all), nawinsem mowiqe (by the way, incidentally), nota bene, w dodaiku (ia
addition), etc. The semantic impurt of all these lexical iteins emphasises the
supplementary (‘rozwijajacy’) character of information conveyed by the rela-
tive clanse, and they cannot occur with R modification. Cf. eg.

zreszlg
nawiasem mowige
nota bene

114. Zty to ptak, kisry w dodathu

wlasne gniazdo kala.

ild. can be interpreted only us o case of NR modification. This one is an ll
bird, and -- on top of everything else — it fouls its own nest. Thus, the
meaning of 11d. is equivalent to

11le. It is an dll bird, which fouls its own nest.

Cf. also

11f. Zly to ptak, ¢ kala wlasne gniazdo.,

which is equivalent to

11g. It is an ill bird, and it fouls its own nest.

The conjunctions jednak (huwever), przeciel (and yet), wszakie (allthesame),
badz co badi (nevertheless), vte. ure alsu used in NR relative clauses, in such
cases 1 which the relative cluuse conveys sume infurmation w hwse summantic
import cuntrasts with the cuntents of the main clause or conies us something
unexperted by the sender of the message?, cf.

? Thesu aro called “wshaZinhi wospolotia wypuwivdai wepdtezedayoh® and discusse
in Twardzhowa {1069.137), whu cornsidors theui as vus of the formal entona ot difforen.
tiating butnwoon ‘rozsyujace’ (duvoluping) und ‘uzupelnssjace’ (comphenting) rolative
clauses in Polish,

* In Polish taxunomios, thoss conyunctions are classified as ‘przuciwstawne ' (cons
trasting), cf. og. Szober (19063:105).
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8b. Ostatnio pogoda byla bardzo lagodna, ale jednego runa nies, sdziewante spadt
$nieg, ktéry jednak calkiem stopnial juz po poludniu.®
To sum up, it can be stated that — apart from semantic considerations —
the following criteria of differentiation between R and NR relative clauses
can be established:
I. English: 1. NR clauses are never introduced by the pronoun that.
2. NR clauses are cat off by commas in cases of potential ambi-
guity or misunderstanding.
3. NR clauses can be represented as: S, 4-and+S; (cf., however,
footnote no. 5 above)

II. Polish:

>

. NR clauses often include certain lexical items that cannot
occeur with R modification. 1°

5. NR clauses can be represented as: SH—{Z }-{-Se (cf. footnote

5 above)

The criterion shared by English and Polish is, of course, the clearcut
discrimination between R and NR modification in the spoken medium, ie.
by means of intonation. Its possible use in teaching was discussed elsewhere
(Muskat-Tabakowska 1976). Apart from this distinction, to the best of my
knowledge none of the criteria formulated abos e has been consistently employ -
ed in teaching. Allen (1959.235) offers an exercise based on criterion 3 above,
disrussing it under the heading of “Connective Relative’. In the same textbook,
we find an exercise which requires that NR relative clause sentences are split
into separate constituents in order to yield *an acceptable spoken form of
narrative’ (Allen 1559.233). Otherwise, most of the exercises involve recogni-
tion (‘In which of the fullowing sentences are commas required?”, Pink 1954.
29). Production is usually limited to exerdses that require combination of
ready-to-be used clauses (‘Combine the following puits of sentences by means
of non defining relative pronouns” (Allen 1959.231)). The obvious disadvan-
tage of such exercises seems to be that they consist of separate items, devoid
of both linguistic and extralinguistic conteat. In vrder to clicit expected res
ponse, the items must be either fairly obvious cg.

19. Julius Caesar came to Britain in 35 B. C. He was a powerful Roman yeneral.
(Allen 1959:231),

or else the entire amount of informativn needed for making proper ddassifi

eation rust be crammed into a single stntence, which renders it artificial and

overloaded, eg.

* Translation of 8. offered by one of my fourth year studonts.

19 The posstbility of uceurrvnce of analuguus items tn the surface struciar of Enghsh
NR rolative clauses cannut of course bo excluded. Huwover, thoy ars luss fivquout —
possibly bocauso of the discriminating function of the comma.
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20. Louis XIV of France who reigned for seventy-one years and Francis Joseph
who becarwe Emperor of Austria in 1848 and survived with little to make life
worth living up to 1916 are the only two crowned heads to eclipse the historic
staying power of Vicloria (Pink 1954:32).

The result usually is that the exercise is done quite automatically, which
does not ensure correctness of subscquent original production. And the ulti-
mate purpose is, after all, to make prospective writers aware of the need to
check “whether a given sentence, placcd in a given conteat, does indeed com ey
the meaning that it was intended to convey.

In view of the discussion presented carlier in this paper, cunscious and
systematic comparison between English and Polish seems a promising dev ice,
which in turn suggests the principles of cognitive code learning as the opti-
mum approach. Such an assumnption, utilizing the aiteria of differentiution
between English and Polish R and NR relative clause modification that were
formulated above, entails the use of certain selected techniques. Out of those,
the technique of translation scems to me most advisable. I would use it (as
T actually do with iy own students) “primarily as an incentive for the student
to approach the English (and Polish, as I suggest using translation bouth
from and into the target language — EMT) text with a maximum of concen-
tration’) (Aarts 1968:226). The function of the entire text would consist
mainly in providing scmantic clucs concerning interpretation of modifiers in
respect of R vs. NR difterentiation. Translation from Polish into Engush
would entail conscious choice of the proper pronoun (that or no that) and
emphasis on disambiguating factors, of which the comma is the most important
one On the other hand, translating from English into Polish would incorpo-
rate translating ‘the meaning” of the non-restrictive comma, i.c. inserting into
the Polish version lexical signals that in Polish perform the function of disam-
biguation of relative clauses in terms of their R or NR character. Both types
of exercises wovld in fact involve what is called ‘retranslation’, je. provision
of carefully welect=d and presented stimuli in the native tongue that are meant
to clicit desired (and well defined) responses in the foreign language.

Apart from translation, paraphrase scems to be another useful techniyue.
Exercises would be based on criteria 3 and 5, which — in view of their consi-
derable similarity for the two languages under consideration — do not require
the use of contrastive techniques.

Last but not least, in view of the fact that the R vs. NR ambiguity is
finally resolved only on the basis of extralinguistic signals, ie. assumptions of
the writer (possibly defined in terms of fucus and presuppusition, of. Jacken-
doff (1972; ¢h 6)), broad contextualization of teaching materials wounld also
be postulated, eg in the form of cummentaries, sets of questions drawing the
students’ attention to certain points, ete.
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I hope that the above remarks would prove helpful if taken into considera-
tion when preparing teaching materials. However, it is only actual implemen-
tation that can prove (or disprove, as the case may be) their practical value.
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