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INTRODUCTION

For the last several years curriculum development has
proceeded under the banner of inquiry, a somewhat mystical
doctrine (1) which encourages the teacher to hide a well-known
arswer in the soft core of an artificial problem and beseech
the student to discover it. When ths student uncovers the
answer, which he can do with some facility 17 the teacher asks
the right questions, his reward 1iee in the rich experience of
discovery, a vision of a plece of the structure of the discipline
he is studying, as well as & good wark for his willingness to
play the game enthusiastically. If the structure-discovery
game 3s played in the world of grammatical systems, the atudent's
reward may be an empty one, for he may have discovered a systenm,
tut the systemx may be quite unrevealing. 1If the game is ex-
citlng, #& checkers and chess can be, at least tor a while, the
reward may be in the learning of the game. But is the game worth
1t? Is the structure eupty? Is the activity relevant?

By nature, curriculus developers tend to stress the
structure, talk sbont discovery, and neglect the student. It
is no wonder that Robart Carlsen and James Crow said in their
review of the Projec. Englich Curriculum Centers,

The standard, recommended teaching strategy is the
inductive method . . . which 18 whatsver the writer
wants it to be, no more and no less . . . . Almost
never does inductive teaching imply an open-ended

and poseibly uncertein conclusion that the student
way reach. It is usel rathar to get tho student to
arrive at a predetermined insight. (2, pp. 988, 990)

We are talking about a developer-trap: the pedagogue
finde textbook materiml unsatisfactoryj im the disguise of an
innovator he becomes enamored of a new structure; with peda-
gogical urgeucy he sets out to write a new textbook (called a
package), rushes to the classroom, presents the new material
in pieces (called prodlexs), asks questions which are thinly
disguised answers {called inquiry), and through the ure of
sophisticated, or pseudo-eophistioa%ed, statistical analysis
demonstrates the pragmatic value of ths package (called research).
Unfortunately, in the words of Whitehead, "The advance which har
started with the freshness of sunrise degenerates into a dull
accumulation of minor feats of coordination,” and the time has



ccme again for a new package, a new sequence of "inquiry
sezsions," anotkar run of the data, and ''there is a new vision
of the Great Beyond" (3, p. 79).

Without queation this process must proceed if advance is
to take place, but if advance is to be educationally significant
in any universal sense, new programs must nut be frozen for
public comsumption, but invented out of the stream of new
knnwledge by particular teacherz and classes. A curriculum
center will fail if it becomes a producer of frozen commodities,
commercially prepared and distributed, for these products are
textbooks, the content already obsolete, unusable in innovative
settings. Inquiry is iavention, not reconstruction; its rewards
ars mainly uncertain conclusions and the need to continue,
rarely the clever diascovery of a hidden fact; it is 1like a
constantly changing four-dimesnsional puzzle, never a scavenger
hunt.

Doers this mean that the curriculum development center must
fail? That its products are frozen? That its task is 111~
conceived? Perhaps, but there may be an alternative, which is
to illustrate the process, to identify the continually changing
stream of linguistic exploration, to characterize the variety
of classroox explorations, the successes, th. failures, the
deadends, the breakthroughs--in short, a {true account cf a
continuing process.

Let us try a cefinition: 1language curriculum development
is the coatinuing exploration of tho heuristic possibilities of
evolving linguistic structures. A meaningful report of these
varied activities and changing perspectives must i1llustratively
deacribe the exploratory process one must engage in with children
if he is to be a curriculum developer rather than a producer
and distributor of frozen packageas. At the risk of being inappro-
preiately personal, I will try to give some account in the
2ollowing pages of what it means to experience a process, be-
ginning at a period which preceded the formal investigation of
the effect of a study of transformational grammar on the writing
of ninth and tenth gradors, proceeding through the early trans-
formutional period, to the current curriculum project, iaking
some care to identify the periods of acceptance and rejection
and the activities that characterized thom. This somewhat
autobiographical account may serve as a map to guide one  hrough
the varied accounts of structures and experiences that comprise
the major sections of this regort.



The Structural Period

When one reflects on the history of a decade and tle
frequent attacks on the old schoolbook grammar, it is shocking
to discover that there are still classrooms around the country
where students arc¢ futilely attempting to learn the old defi-
nitions and apply them to exercises in which the anuwers can
only be uncovered by the student if he can Qiscover the hidden
agenda. For exarple, the scnoolbooks usually say that a noun is
the name of a pereson, place, or thing. We might call this an
ontological definition, which divides reslity up into three
categories: persons, places, and everything else, the last
category sufficiently vague to render the definitlon useless.
Nevertheless, in one textbook series the fo/lowing words are
identified as nouns in the teacher's answer book: dog (person
or thing?), thud (thing?), scream (thing?), sound (thing?), and
half ( ? ). WLith the exception of half, which presents some
unique problems, it turus out that the other words are called
nouns because they appear in positions usually occupied by nouns,
though this etructural technique for identifying parts of speech
is only vaguely alluded to in a footnote which says, "Any word
that can be immediately preceded in a seatence by an article
(g. an, or 335) is used as a noun . . . . V¥When an article
appears in a sentence, a noun is sure to follow. Sometimes,
however, an adjective will jintervene before the noun: a crooked
street."

¥hy would a teacher permit such foolishness to occur in
the clasaroom? It hardly ssems fair, or sven humane, to make
success dependent on a hidden agenda and failure a consequence
of taking the definition seriously.

Jehn Holl cites a similar situation in which a teacher
tells her first graders that a consonant is "a cut-nff sound,
made without using the vocal chords." The students have to
learn the definition and give examples of it, just as the grammar
students have to learn the definition of a noun. But only half
of the consonants are voiceless, so the definition is only half-
right. John Kolt's discuseion of this situation is frighteaing,
but undoubtedly true:

Why do we tell children thinge that about one
minute's thought would tell us are not true? Partly
because we ourselves do not need the definition to
know what a vowel {sic) is, and hence are not troubled
by its inconsistency. I know a dog or a vowel when
1 see one, 80 I don't care how you dofine them . . . .
But the main reason we are careless abocut what we
say to children is that w2 think it doonsn't make any
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difference. ¥We underestimate their intellectual
ability, the extent to which (at least at first)
they think about what they hear, try to make sense
out of it, and are barfled, upset, and frighiened
when they cannot. (4, p. 153)

I wonder how many children are baffled, upset, and
frightened when they are penalized for being unable to make gsense
out of the schoolbook definition of a noun? I wondered about
that a decade ago, when I stopped for a moment to examine the
definition, and consigned the schoolbook to the flames and hegan
to read Charles Fries (5), Lloyd and Warfel (6), Paul Roberis (7),
Nelson Francis (8), and Jamss Sledd (9).

If you want to define nouns semantically, or ontologically,
as Silvio Ceccato nas done (10), you need more than three cate-
gories--one hundred and twenty-two will do for a starter, in-
cluding the names of domestic animals, wild animals, herbivorous
animals, omnivorous animals, carnivorous animals, vegetables,
minerals, the parts of all these, and so on, each category
appearing in its own unique set of syntactic environments. In
this way one can identify the ontological categories of '"things-
in-the-world" that we have pames for, thus ultimately identifying
the categories of ''primary'" nouns, though not derived nouns, which
come into existence by the grammatical process of nominalizing
certain other primary parts-of-speech. Though the study of
nominalizations can be a fruitful one, it was not generally
available to the teacher of English before the appearance of
Robert Lees' The Grammar of English Nominalizntions (11). The
alternative, which was available through Fries st. al., was
to exhibit the four main parts of speech {roun, adjective, verb,
and adverb) in certain specified basic sentence patterns and to
show how each of the sentence patterns and each of the parts of
speech may be icsntified by its position:

D A N v I A N

1. Your new baseball broko the big window.
D A N v AV

2. Qur new teanm went awsy.
D A N v A

3. That young wuan is tall.

The three sentences exhibit a number of basic syntactical
relationships; a group of seventh-graders formulated the
following:

Words that come before nouns that can also come after "is"

are called adjectives.

4
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Nouns follow adjectives and appear at the beginning of all
three sentences. o

Each verb appears in a different pattern and could there-
fore receive a different nsme, if one wished to do so
(trensitive, intransitive, linking).

Adverbs cennot be placed before nouns. "Away' could not
be substituted for "new,' though "tall" and "young" are
interchangeable.

“The," "your," "our," and "that" are all interchangeable
and could therefore be given the same name (daterminer:
that is, a noun marker, & word that announces the forth-
coming appearance of a noun).

deneralizations of this sort car te formulated by almost any
seventh grader; and though they will need to be refined as more
complex patterns sre explored, they will, regardless of the form
the student gives them, serve to introduce him to the procedures
that a structural grammarian must develop Lo discover syntactic
relationships.

It is not difficult to show that if we call the word group
that begins with a determiner and ends with a noun a noun phrase
(NP), then we could distinguish the syntactic unit that consists
of a noun phrase preceded by a preposition a prepositional
phrase. Prepositional phrases cen be called "modifiers" and
distinguished by position:

1. The "santence modifier":

P D N D A N v A
On the whole the new workmen were efficient.

2. The "moun mocdifier':

DAN(PDAN VD N
W

The 1ittle boy ith the red hair is my friend.

3. 'The '"'verb modifier':

D A N v P D N
The 1ittle mouse ran up the clocK.

The clause may be treated in a similiar way. It is one of
the basic sentence patterns, with or without a prepositional
phrase, preceded by e word called a "clause marker' that identi-
fies the structure. The clause appears in the different
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modifying positinns in the came wny as the prepositional phrase
does:

1. As "sentence modifier":

CM D A N v D N D N
When your new baseball broke the window |, our team
vV AV
ran away.
2. As "noun modifier':
D A N [ CM v ) D N vV A
That young man | who lives down the @+ ‘get| is tall.
3. As "verdb modifier':
D A N v CH D N v PN

Our new team went | where the manage: dairected theu|.

The modifying clause fits in exactly the same positicns as
the modifying prepositional phrase, though a complication appears.
The clause, a basic sentence pattern preceded bty a clause marker,
may have its own modifiers, and they may be either vhrases or
clauses. For example, in the second 3cntence abova '"down the
street" is a verb nodifier inside a clause which is a noun
rodifier. One rould easily enough add a modifier to "street"
produciiz ihe following structure:

who 1ives | down the street [ wvitb the pine trees_] ]!

This atructure illustrates 'layers of modifi:ation.”" The most
complex sentences are actually composed of simple syntactical
units. This characteristic of lewguage structure led W. Nelson
Francie to say with considerable en.husiasm:

« + « to find that its moat complex effects are
produced by the multi-luyered organization of rela-
tivel, simple materials is to bring our thinking
about lanrguage into accord with .odern thought in
otbsr fields, which is more and mc:-~e coming to
emphasize the importance »f organization -- the
fact that an organirzed whole is \ruly greater than
the sun of its parts. (8, p. 60)

Armed with the spirit and content of the New English, I
did not find it difficult to convince the faculty of the Ohio



State University Schovl that a mcdern description of the structure
of Eiglish would make it possible for students to laearn to manage
the structures of their langusge with incomparable greater
facility. I also hypothesized, somewhat extravagantly, that as
the isitudents gained famillarity with the structures cf the
language, they would be able to express more complex rela‘ion-
ships of thought in their writing (12).

To demonstrate these claime I aspent three quarters with a
group of scventh graders examining the patterns of English in
general and the styles of Thomas Wolfe, Hemingway, Favlkner, and
Steiabeck in particular. We developed together a deucriptive
procadure which was derived from Nelson Francis, though it
incl'ided our own creative flourishes.

After extensive classroom study, which included the daily
examination of passages of prose from a variety of writers and
the careful identification of the classes and sub-classes of
parts of speech by the "substitution-'n.frames" procidure, the
studints had become sufficiently soph.sticated in th: techniques
of atructural analysis to give a descriptive account of the
following sentence from William Faulkner:

They went up the road in a body, treading the moon-
blenched dust in the tremulous April night murmurous
with the moving of sap and the wet bursiing ot
burgeoning leaf and bud and constant with the thin
and urgeat cries and the brief and fading bursts of
gallopiag hooves. (13, pp. 44-45)

Assuming that complexity of surface structure was sonehow
related to complexity of experience, I commented upon this
sentence as follows:

The purely functional act is symbolized here by "They
came up the road in a body." It is only when a
writer wishes to explore the gestalt of the total
experience that complexity of modification bscomes
necessary. The basic idea, "They went up the road
in a body," beccmes a purely presentational nymbol
when the writer begins the long sentence aod:.fier
"treading the moon-~blanched dust of the Aprii night
¢« « » ," But what about the April) night? 1I: is
Ymurmpurous" and "constant," and now a second layer
of modification has ayppeared. Each layer ex;lores
the content of the preceding modifier more filly;
and as the complexity of the mod: fication increases,
we begin to see the full scene, the full set of
relations, not only the purely functional act of
walking vp the roasd in a body, but every significant

10



deteil that makes the scene a fully presented non-
discursive symbol. (12, p. 458)

In the Faulkner sentence we were able to identify five
layers of modification, each layer containing everything that
appeared in succeeding layers. Layer 1, therefore, included
layers 2, %, %, and 5; layer 2, in the same way, included layers
3, &, and 5; and s0 on. Our schematic representations of
passages of prose thowed layers of modification related to one
another in a kind ot Chinese-box arrsngement. Finally the
boxes were colored blue if they were noun modifiers and red if
they were verb modifiers. Stylistics was never so colorful and
the extent of the narrative or descriptive characteristics of
any analyzed passage could be determined with considerable pre-~
cision from at least twenty feet by observing its hue and in-
tensity: the bluer the passage, the more descriptive; the redder
the passage, the more narrative. As the students becume more
skillful, the color system was extended to irclude several other
distinguishable modifying structures.

Our study included both extensive discussion of the
quality of the prose we were examining and reguler practice in
formulating sentences of comparable quality. It seemed clear
that the students had a useful technique for analyzing and
talking about style. It also seemed clear to me thet the students
were learning to writs sentences that were quite litferent from
the sentences one customarily finds in the eighth . rade.

Informal comparisons between the writing at tihe beginning
ancé the end of the three-quarter period seemed to indicate that
the studeats had developed increased sensitivity to sentencehood.
For example, one student wrote the fcllowing sentence at the
beginning: YAt night when I go to bed I can hear the noise from
a traiu far away, an airplane going past, from the next room I
can hea» daddy snoring." The dhtails remain separate, never
achieving the organicity of an explicitly formulated syntactic
structure. A yesr later the sare student produced the following
sentonce: ™"Delicate branches from the high brush along the
creek arched over the pelthway, their fregile ysllow blossonms
catching the first sl.nt ray of the sun." Apother student was
able to construct this rather complicated sentence: fAs they
packed along the narrow trail cut in the ice they feli as though
they were susperded by strings between the crevasse-scaired,
boulder-strewn glacier and the high, fine, white kni.e ridge with
itc cloud banners and -/artical cuts, sharply marked against the
blue back.” OCuly a year tefore the same student had written this
sentence: "Still very high above us stocd the Grand Teton where
we were to go the next day and across from that the Middle Teton
which the sun made look a deep orange."

114



There are extensive exemples in this infornal study of
increased stylistic sophistication, suggesting to the teacher,
though not to the statistics-oriented reseaicher, that a syste-
natic and coherent study of syntactic structure accompanied
by regular writing assignments will help students lesrn to write
better. It would clearly be imposasible to know whether these
students learned to write with greater sophistication because of
maturation, their knowledge of surface structure stylistics, their
enthusiastic inventiveness, self-fulfilling prophecies, or some
combination of these factors. But perhaps it cdoesn't matter:
they weie involved in a process which required them to identify
differences in the way classes of words may be used, to see
relationships between sentence parts, to compare stylistic
differences, to extend their own stylistic range, to develop
with some precision a vocabulary for talking about langaage, and
consequently to bring tc the conscious level their intuitive
knowlasdge of language.

The important thing about ‘his three-quarter investigation
of style was nnt that it was only subjectively evaluated but
that its content was invented by a teaci»r and a class. Though
the terminology generally fell within the grammatical tradition,
it was quite acceptable, in fact often necessary, to invent new
terms as well as new procedures of analysis as the study con-
tinued. Since we were ncet following the prescriptions of a
curriculum package, we were not restricted to a frozen structure,
but were able to develop a dynamic sysiem that could adapt itself
to new structures a3 we discovered them. However, the pattern
approach as it is presented in the textbooks leads one to look
for a specific number of basic seatence patterns (three in Fries,
ten in Lloyd .ad Warfel, and so on), which is a way to zlose off
investigation before it hagins, since the exercises in a package
limits one to the patterns described in the -+xt. In other
words, packaged grammars tend to provide the . udent with a
description -~ jist those sentences that are used as examples.
If you start with a package it is almost impossible to investigate
the varied sentences that appear in a Hemingway or Faulkner or
Steinback. For finally language is considerably more complex
than the pattern approach woulu lead one to believe. Complex
sentences ara not built from simple sentences; there are not
just ten basic sentence patterns. No writer begins with a bassic
sentence patterr which he gradually expands into a complex
pattern by adding plrases and clauses. The whole process is much
more complex «nd once one has exhausted the heuristic poassi-
bilities of describing the surface structure differences in the
styles of the great writers the whole descriptive process becomes,
as Yhitehead says, '"the dull accuaulation of minor feats of
coordination" (3, p. 79). A beautifully colored descriptive
passage from Spotted Horses (13) with the words properly labeled
and the modifiers properly borxed may impressively axceed anything
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the old schoolhook can provide, but finelly there is a Jimit to
the passages one can color and the stylistic comparisons one

can make, and whet was once inventive, dynamic, and fresh becomes
routine and duli. Whitehead describes the process:

It is true that acdvance is partly the gathering
of details into ascigned patterns. This is the zafe
advaxce of dogmatic spirits, fearful of folly. But
history discloses another type of progress, namely
the introductior of novelt:r of pattern into con-
ceptual experience. There i8 8 new vision of the
Great Beyoad. (3, p. 79)

The First Transformational Period

Noam Chomsky's Syntactic Structures (14) revolutionized
grammatical inguiry and a little later Robert Lees' The Grammar
of English Nominalizations (11) provided us with an illustration
of an erplicit transformational generative grammar. The
structural approach to the study of sentences as it was ex-
emplified in Roberts' Patterns of English (7) and a variety
of other texts provided the student with a procedure for labeling
the parts of speech of existing weil-formed sentences, but it
did not tell him anything about how sentences are formed. The
formula D + N + Vigrn + D + N may be appropriately assigned to such
sentences as The dcg bit the cat but it says nothing at all about
co-occurrence restrictions that are sufficiently extensive and
complex to guarantee that almoat any random selection of two
nouns and a transitive verb will be semantically incompatible.
The following groups of nouuns and verbs aelected randomly from
the dictionary will illuatrate this point:

The facade litigated the oxtail.

The pimento inactivated the complication.
The caution wronged the shore.

The morphology gagged the duck.

Furthermore, siuce writers do not begin with a basic
sentence pattern and expand it into & complex pattern by adding
phrase¢s and clauses, to recommend to a studeat that interesting
and complex sentences are formed this way could be nothing but
misleading, if not damaging. It is clear that students can
Jearu to appiy the analytical procedures of structural grammar
rather easily and that the study of style is a reasouably im-
p:essive accomplishment for an interested group of seventh
graders. However, the pattern approach is essentially wrong
and ary sentence formation benefits would have to have come
indirectly as a consequence of attending self-consciously to
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the various complex sentence patterns of the selected samples of
writing from contemporary novelists.

Santence formation is gquite vnrelated to the operational
priaciples that guide structural grammarianc. It secems more
likely that sentence formation is an interaction between soume
sort of mental activity and a generative grammatical devica that
gives unique linguistic form to zach unique mental event. In
this view a grammarian's task is to give an explicit account of
the gencerative process that yields a neser-ending stream of
unique utterances.

It 14 precisely thir task that generative graumarians have
set for themselves. It is said that a generative grammar may
be thought of as a model of the device in the native speakaer's
head that makes it possiihle for him to produce sentences of the
language. The problem of trying to understznd the nature of this
device would secem to be similar to the problem of trying to
understand the behavior of the hypothetical particles inside the
atom. One cannot directly observe an atom; neither can one
_ observe the device inside the native speaker's head. Yet, in
both cases, a theory can be develcped bzsed on a finite number
of observations that will not only orgsnize the data but predict
the occurrence of new phenomena.

When Chomsky says that a grammar is ""a device that generates
all of the grammatical sequences of |a languagé] and none of the
ungrammatical ones," (14, p. 13) he is talking about a theo-
retical model of the native speaker's capacity for producing
novel sentences. A grammar of tbhis sort could be thought of as
2n automaton that could, through an ordered applicatiocn of rules,
produce wvell-formed and only well-formed sentences uf the
language. Whether transformational generative grammar can
ficcomplish this feat in any adequa’e way has been persistently
questioned, but in any eveat Syntactic Structure.. and subse-
quently The Grammar of English Nominalizations raised grammatical
inquiry to the level of a true science with an evolving theo-
retical account of man's most exciting accumplishment.

A detailed study of The Grammar of English Nominalirzations
u.timately lai to the Bateman-Zidonis study (15) io which it

waa determined that high achool atudents can learn tlLe funda-
mentals of transformefiional grammar and that a knowledge of such
a grammar enables students to increase significantly the pro-
portlon of well-formed sentences they wiite as well as to
increase the complexity of the sentences they write without
sacrificing grammaticality. Questions have been ra.sed atout
the metholology of this study (16), though it seems resasonable
to presume on the basis of the analysis of the data that a
careful and systecatic study of the atructure of English doss
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increase %the student's ability to form sentences with self-
conscious attenticn to their grammaticality. John Mellon's
study (16) seems to support these contentions, though he was
more concerned with sentence facility than well-formedness,
thus verifying stalistically what was only suggested in the
Bateman-Zidonis study.

Since The Grammax of English Nominalizations was t‘he source
of the sraraatical materials used by the ninth and tenth graders
as well as the starting point for the curriculum development
activities described in this report, it will be useful to give
some account of this grammar, for its ultimate failure as another
dull accumulation of minor feats of coordination awakened the
language curriculum develcrpers from their dogmatic slumbers and
led them step by step to increasingly revealing stages of 1lin-
guistic inquiry. It is in this manner that one comes to realize
that o frozen package of grammatical exercises has no heuristic
potential, but is rather & record of the past, to be studied,
perhaps, by educational historians eager io plot the course of
pedagogical efforts to recover the English class from its
medieval preoccupations. Packages, as curriculum developers
are learning from the expirience of a decade of curriculum
development, exclude true investigation, dealing as they do with
the presumed certainties of their obsolete structures, leading
students to partially obscured answers, all under the guise of
inquiry. A :eacher who leade his students through the successive
leasons of a grammatical package can nevar become a part of the
process of never-ending visions and revisions, of successes and
failures, of triuals and errors that characterize the investi-
gative enterprise,

In grammars of the Lees period the phrase structurs com-
yonent provided an orderly way to produce the simple, affirmative,
declarative sentences (kernel sentences) of the language. It
was said that a careful description of the kernel sentsnces of
English provided all the structur. s needed to account for the
formation of complex sentences. The phrase structure grammar
(kerne;_gram@gg), therefore, had tc be developed in terms of the
relationships that hold between simple and complex structures.
The bast possible phrase structure grammar, it was said, would
provide the simplest bese upon which to construct the transfor-
mational rules of the gramaar. In the Bateman-Zidonis study
the students studied a formal cet of phrase structure rules and
used this knowledge of the sub-categorization of the parts of
speech and the grent variety of kernel sentenca patterns as the
background for investigating informally the transformational
rules of Engliah. The reascn for treating the kernel grammar
formally and the transformativnal rules informally was suggested
by the somewhnt specializsd applicatio’ sf the grammar to ths
study of stylistics. It was not the aim to make transformational
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l Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

generative giammarians of the studento, which would entail their
writing generative grammars, but rather to help them become
stylists who have expanded their capability of generating varied
and well-formed sentences of the language.

The requirement of learning how to reconstruct the trans-
formational history of a complex sentence, which the student
must learn to do in order to describe the stylistic character-
istics of a writer, is somevhat alien to generative Jrammars,
which generate sentences, providing a description along the way,
but d> not analyze oxisting sentences. Consequently, a student
must brse sufficient understanding of the syntactic environments
in which the numerous categories and sub-categories of words can
appear to be able to reconstruct the steps through which a
sentence has passed in its formation. This task can oaly be
accomplished through the study of a carefully formulated phrase
structure grammar. Furthermore, an explicit account of the
kernel sentences introduces the student to many of the transfor-
mational rules since the close relationship between the simple
and the complex sentence provides the basis for defining the
parts of speech.

Given the innovative ideas of a generative grammar one can
proceed by developing a package, as was done in the Bateman-
2idonis study and in the Mellon study, and turning it over to a
teacher and a class c¢o study as a completed document, or one can
begin with a simple grammar and examine and evaluate it carefully,
alert to both its accomplishments and its limits. A close look
at a short ssquence of mini-grammars will illustrate this latter
point.

The first rule in mini-grammar #1 states that the simple
declarative sentence S consiste of & subject Nom and a predicate
VP.

(1) --=> Nom + VP

Rule (1) can be translated into natural language as follows:

The symbol S, which stands for sentence, may be uxpanded into

its constituent parts, which are a subject (Nom) and a predicate
(YP). The arrow stands for the operstion of rewriting the symbol
S into its coustituent parts. The term Nom suggests nominal,
since other ryntactical structures than nouus may appear as the
subjects of sentences, and YP is short for yerb phrase.

The grammar now proceeds to expand the constituent parts
of Rule (1):

13
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(2) VP -=-d Aux (Loe)(Tm)

The predicate of a simple declarative sentence may consist of a
linking verb (VL) followed by an adjective (Adj), or an intraasi-
tive verb (V4,}, or a transitive verb (V,) followed by a Nom.
The braces Méan that only one of the th¥dd sub-classes of verb
may be chosen. Any of the three verbdb phrases mry contain an
adverb of location and/or an adv.rb of time. The parentheses
mean that the enclosed elements ara optional. Rule (2) accounts
for sentences of the following sort:

The boy was happy (at the movie) (yesterday).
The boy wss singing (in the shower) (yssterday).
The boy shot a squirrel (in the park) (last Tuesday).

The grammar proceeds to expand the constituent parts of
Rule (2):

(3) Aux =--=» Tns . . .

Pres
(4) Tns ---3 }
Past

The auxiliary verb (Aux) consists of tense (Tns) and other
optional elements (. . .) not specified in this mini-grammar.
Tense is either present (pres) or past (past). Rules (5)~(7)
conclude the expansion of the constituent parts of Rule (1),
begun with Rule (2):

(5) Nom ---3> NP + N
{6) NP ---» (D) N
Sg
(7) N° o>
Pl
The nominal (Nom) consists of a noun phrase (NP) and number
(N*), «which is either singular (8g) or plural (P1l). Rules
(8)-(14) introduce lexical items:

(8) b --->» a, an, the, his, her, my, your,
OUr'y « o »
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(9) N ---3> boy, girl, tree, dog, . . .

(10) Vint ---> sing, run, stand, bark, look, « . .
(11) vy, --~3 seem, feel, grow, . . .

(12) Ver ---> admire, surprise, paint, . . .

(13) Loc =--» here, there, in the house, on the
corner, « «

(14) Tm ---> now, then, yesterday, tomorrow,
Tuesday, « « .

If the rules of a genorative grammar are applied in order
it is claimed that the end product will be a tree diagram pro-
viding us with the structural description of a well-formed
sentence. Our mini-grammar can be put to the test: if it pro-
duces only deep structural descriptions of well-formed sentences,
it is an adequate grammar. Otherwise, it will need revision.

If we apply Rules (1) through (7) in order the following tree
diagram will be formed:

S
‘/
Nom /‘P\
/\ A1|1x Vir ./om\
NP Ne Tns NP N°
D N D N
5¢g Pant Sg

If we place lexical items in the appropriate positions, we end
up with the following strings:

The boy sg past admire tae girl sg (The toy admired
the girl.)

The boy sg past surprise the girl sg {The boy sur-
prised the girl,)

The boy sg past paint the girl ag (The boy painted
the girl.)

The girl sg past admire the tree sg (The girl admired
the tree.)

The girl sg past surprise the tree sg (The girl
surprised the tres.)
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The girl sg past paint the tree sg (The girl painted
the tree.)

The tree sg past admire the dog sz (The tree admired
the dug.)

The tree sg past surprise the dog sg (The tree
surprised the dog.)

The tree sg past paint the dog sg {The tree painted
the dog.)

It seems clear that the grammar fails. Trees cannot
paint dogs; girls cannot surprise trees; trees cannot admire
anything; and so on., The task for the inquiring student, whether
he is Robert Lees or a ninth grader, is to continne to test out
the grammar until he has discovered the extent of its failures
and successes. His problem, then, ig to revise the grammar so
that it makes fewer mistakes. Since some verbs require animate
or human subjects (admire) and other verbs require animate or
humsn objects (surprise), the mini-grammar will have to be
revised to include sufficient sub-categorization for us to be
able to select nouns and verbs that are grammatically compatible.
Mini-grammar #1 is evidently little better than the old structural
formula D + N + V¢gr + D + N, though it is organized in such a
way that we are able to identify the source of its inadequacy
and to propost corrective revisions. We are able to do this
because i1t is a generative grammar and therefore a model of
sentence production. It fails to produce a high percentage of
well-formed sentences and is consequently a poor mcdel. Once
we recognize that the model fails, we can raise a question about
what additional knowledge we must program irto the model for it
to perform more like a native speaker. As students of sentence
production we are now able to inveatigate the selectional re-
strictions of verbs. The ccncequence of such an investigation
would lead us to expand the Vi, of Rule (2) as follows:

Ve [?h - i]
Ve, [y —_— Nq

(2a) Ve ===

and the N of Rule (7):

(7a) N ---)

Nin

\
80 that we have verbs that appear only in the environment of
human subjects (th) &nd verbs that appear vnly in the environ-
ment of human obT¥TLs (V:z). At the same time we must distinguish
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human rouns (Nj) fror inanimate nouns (Nin)- Further investi-
gation and testing would lead us to contlude that we need to
distinguish animate nouns from human nouns, concrete nouns from
mass novus, masculine animate nouns from feminine animate nouns,
proper nouns from common nouns, and so on. Furthermore, we
would discover that there are many selectional restrictions on
verbs and for each different set of selectional restrictions

we would need to establish another verb sub-categorization.

This procesa of formulation, investigation, evaluation,
and reformulation may be called inquiry as long as a teacher
and his students can continue to make meaningful ievisions.
Revisions are meaningful when the new grammar works better and
when the process of evaluation and revision yields new insights
into the language. It is always the responsibility of the
grammarian (student, teacher, or professional) to give explicit
form to our intuitive knowledge of language. It is quite evigdent
that mini-grammar #1 forces us to depend on intuitive knowledge
at the point in the derivation when we enter the lexical rules.
Only certain nouns can be paired with certain verbs. We know
whether certain nouns end verbs can be paired by listening to
th: sentence in question to determine whether it is & well-
formed sentence. If we have to use our ears to determine whether
a sentence is well-formed, then the grammar has failed. Even
after we have sub-categorized nouns and verbs as extensively as
we can, grammars of the mini-grammar #1 type do not contain
axplicit directions Ior selecting only the lexical items that can
appear weaningfully together.

The transformational component of a generative-transfor-
mational grammer also had its accomplishments and its limits.
Certain trznsformational rules in a generative grammar describe
operations that can be applied only to certain sentence types.
For example, the passive transformation applies only to sentences
that contain a transitive verb. Therefore, transitive verbs
may be defined as verbs that have a passive form. The grammarian,
then, can include verbs in the transitive section of the lexicon
if they have a passive form. The rule for transforming an active
transitive verb into a passive transitive verb can be formulated
as follows:

Structural Description: Nom + Aux + Vtr + Nom
1 2 3 I

Structural Change: & + 2 + Be-en + 3 + by + 1

which may be applied as follows:

The boy sg past surprise the girl sg --->
1 2 3 4
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“he girl sg past be-en surprise by the boy sg (The girl
2 3 1

was surprised by the boy.)

It is an effective rule which avpropriately excludes such verbs
as have, weigh, and 7 "semble from the category transitive since
they do not have passive forms. Again it 18 our intuition that
verifies that the boy is resembled by his mother is not » sentence
in English. At the same time this r“le leads one to conclude
that there are verb and proposition complexes (look at, flirt
with) and verb and particle combinations {(bring up, take over,
put away) that have passive forms and are thsrefore transitives.
The particle and the preposition, as Curme has observed, serve
to transform words that were originally intransitives into
transitives. .

The inflectional preposition is not only placed
before words, but also after them in case of verbs:
You can depend upon him. The preposition, as upon

in this example, which once belonged to the word
following it, 18 now felt as belonging to a preceding
intransitive verb, serving as an inflectional
particle with the office of converting .he intransi-
tive into a tramsitlve. (17, p. 29)

Once it has been established that verb and preposition
and verb and adverb complexes may te thought of as transitive
verbs a new problem arises. A "transitive" verb is usually said
to be a verb that passes the action from the agent (usually the
subject) to the object and the object is defi-.ed as the noun
phrese (not a prepositional phrase) that receives the action.
Firest of all, in the case of a verb-particle complex it is
difficult to tell whether the object is the receiver of the
action., For example, what does it mean to say that Mary is the
receiver of the action in the sentence "John thought about Mary"
or aven '""John locked at Mary." Furthermore, if intransitive
verbs are often followed by prepositional phrases, then how
doos one distinguish between verb-particle complexes and in-
transitive verbs? The problem is further complicated by the
prcposition that transitive verbs have passive forms. Conse-
quently, one has to make decisions about the transitivity or
intransitivity of the verbs in sentences of the following sort:

The boy is bringing up the books =--->
The books are being brought up by the boy

The boy is looking at the girl ---»
The girl is being looked at by ths boy

18
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The boy is living in the house nu tte corner ---
The house on the corner is being lived in by
the boy

The children walk across the lawn --->
The lawn i8 walked across by the children

Do the particles up, at, in, and aicross serve, as Curme
says, to make the verbs transitive? Or do thoy belong to the
objnct, changing the noun phrase to an adverbial, locative
prepositional phrase?

The upshot of all this is tiiat the studentis decisicn once
again depends on his intuitions: if the passives cited above
sounnd all right, then one is obligated to amay that the verbs are
transitive if one defines transitivity in te:mns of pasaivization.
If, on the other hand, transitivity is defina»d eemantically as
actiion that passes from the agent to the object, then ono has a
difficult decision to make in respect to such verbs as look at,
thiak about, live in, and s0 on. One must conclude--anc students
are gquick to do this if giveu the opportunity to be thoughtful--
that the definitions are once again only moderately operational.
Furthermore, there is a more serious question: even if this kind
of investigation is conducted in an open, tiioughtful, and critical
way, that is, as true inquiry, are the conssjuences significant?
Have we discovered importent principles of language? Or have we
rather discovered the limitations and inadequacies of generative-
transformational grammars of this period?

It seems reasonable to say that if tle students in a class
have had the opportunity to exumine criticully the descriptive
carability of a system of grammar it is lepltimate scientific
inquiry as long as the students are learning about the problems
of linguistic inquiry and the structure of language. It was
evident to most of us at the curriculum ceater that this kind of
crit.cal examination of a grammatical system is precisely what
lir guists do--how else can a science develeop?--but it was not
evident that such investigation was leadirg to powerful new
ineights into language. One can become so immersed in the study
of a model that he forgets that a model must be a model of scme-
thing and the whole idea is to understand more fully bow the
"gcmething™ works.

One other major problem occurred during this stage of
gremmatical development: 1in spite of Chomnsky's persistent
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disclaimers, developers of pedagogical grammars* persistently
asserted that complex senivnces were formed oy combining kernel
sentences in accordance with specified tranaformational rules.
This mistaken conclusion led cevelopers to design exercises of
the following sort (18, p. 71):

Exercise 26: Apply Ewbedding Transformatiuva 17 tc the
following sets of matrix and constituent ser.tencer below:

1. M: I remembered IT. -
C: I took the test yesterday.

By studying the examples that preceded the exercises the
student was able to conclude that the following complex sentence
was calland for: I remembered to take the test yesterday. The
intention of the developers was understandable t(and sincere),
namnely, to provide the students with practice in forming complax
sentences from kernel sentences, which was originally an activity
designed by strustursl grammar developers, though at that time
the notion of transformation was not widely discussed. One could
say, then, that the developers of this period had actually only
re-organized tie materials of the Roberts' virlage ir a pseudo-
trarsformational format and had in fact not* understood the new
theory at all, which had stated quite cleurly that complex
sentences were formed by the application of transformational
rules to abstract underlying structures. It might have been
pedagogically necessary to avoid the complications of The Grammar
of English Nominalizations, which was a fine text for linguistics
majors but not suitable for junior .r senior high students, but
the consequance was to violate the theory and give only a new
appearance to an old matter and to leave the student with a
package that was stultifying and that made true inquiry im-
possihle.

The Second Tranaformational Period

The appearance of Chomsky's Aspects of the Theory of
Syntax (19) revitalized the modlel, and though the mocel still
had automatonistic characteristics and tep?ad ‘o force students
and teachers into rule manipulation and automatic tree con-
struction, there was a healthy measure of innovation and uore

*I have in mjnd here the following grammatical packages:
Donald R. Bateman and Frank J. Zidonis, How Grammatical Sentences
Are Formed, A Manval for Studying a Generative Grammar of English

10), and John C, Nellon, Transformational Sentence-Combining:
A Method for Enhancing the Development of Syntactic Fluency in
Inglish Composition (16).

0
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than a littie new insight into the way language works. Some of
the newness was notational: aselectional restrictions were dias~
cuesed in terms of "features'" (thuman, i'zmima*.e, .« « o) and the
old phrase structure rules were modernized so that embedded S's,
features, and some of the simple transformations (Q, Wh, passive)
vere introduced into the tree directly.

The first rule of one of the new phrase structure grammars
developed at the curriculum center took the fcllowing shape:

(1) (WH)(Q)Nom + VP (Adv)

The introduction of WH and Q into the {irst phrase astructure rule
rade it possible to produce the fcllowing string:

Q the teacher sg past assign the lesson sz yesterday

which was said to be the deep structure for the sentence Did the
teacher assign the lessor yesterday? Once the new notational
scheme was formulated it was not difficult to see that the earlier
formulation in which no question signal appeared was wrong. If
the deep structure of a rontence reopresents in any way 2¢ all

its psychological origin, it is empirically wrong to represent

the deep structure of a question as 1f it were declarative at
first and only later *‘roansformed into a question by the speaker.
Pew transformational rulaes indicated that the question trans-
formation applied cnly to deep structuree containing the symbol Q.

Another rule introduced a relative clause S into the Noun
Phrese:

(14) NP -==> {Npr

D+ N (8)

whi‘h made it poesible to construct trees in which relative
clauses were clearly part of the NP:

D’///iz\\\s
NoE//,”\\\\VP
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Another rule introduced S into the complement:

to + Nom

(7) Comr --->» for + Nom
8

It was now easy to show schematically why the sentepce We
saw the boy mcwing the lawn may be interpreted as the answer to
the question What was the boy doing? or Which boy did you see?
In the first case mowing the lawn is a complement and part of
the verb phrase and in the secund case it is a reduvced relative
clauee and part of the Nom. The passive transformation, which
switches the Nom's, changes the form of te main vesdb, and
inserts by in the proper position, verifies this account of the

anbigulty:

NP ¥V Comp e
We saw - mowing the lawn ~ the boy ---»

The boy was seen mewing the lawn.

NV NP
We saw the boy (who was, mowing the lawn. ---»

The boy mowing the lawn i.as seen by us,

A vurlety of demonstratione 2i this sort was accumulated by
linguists anrd developers %% conviiace teachers and students of the
empirical validity and heuristic value of the new model. Many
of the standard dsmonstrations were indeed convincing and some
of them were even innovative, which is to say, not designed by
Chomsky. For example, the introduction of the notion that N's
contained dbundles of features and that verbs of a certain class
could be inserted into certain slote in trees only if tho featura2
envirorment matched a selectional rule asacciated with the verDh
made it possible to discuss deviancy in an interesting way for
the first time. The verb gurprise contains the inherent featire
[}ti]. wvhich indicates that it musti be followed by a noun phrase,
but contrary to the old Robert.' approach & selectional rule
epecities that the object must contain the feature [+h;]. If it
does not, the resulting sentence will be deviari, which is to
say, there will be a violation of a grammatical requirement in
the deep structure of the sentunce. The verb surprise may be
used grezmatically in the following deep structure:
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Nom VP
””Eg\\\\ Ne T Non
’ D N Et‘j[ Np/\N°
t a /\
[ ] -
! [+hul
L i
‘ |
| the truth) surprised the teacher
' boy *tree
dog

There are no restrictions on the subject Nom: anything can
surprise one; but the obJect Nom must be human.*

It is not immodia*ely clear whother co-nccurrence is a
grammatical, & semantic, or an cnlological rmatter, but regardless
[ of this problem thers is little question about convenjience of
the notational system. Furthermore, once one has begun to oxplore
co-occurrence or selectional restriction in terms of feature

‘ distribution, the new notational sysiem crn b3 used to explain

| how we are able to undsrstand metaphorical expressions such as
John swallowed his pride. Pride zould te gaid to have the
feature [fabstract] and swallow could be said to have the

l features E[étransitlwﬂ and [+physical action]. Verbs in this
clase select objects with the feature [+ concreté] {perhaps

even fediblq]). Tre following tree wili illustrate this point:

*Whether dogs «~an be surprised or not probably depends on
the definition of "surpriee.! _If they can, then the object Novr
may also have the features +Ad]. but then a new nroblem appears
since it seems odd to say 'the trath surprised Fido."

(
!
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+tr NP Ko
+phys N
I .

swallow I

On the other hand abctract objects (or perhaps more accu-
rately emotional objects, though at this stage of gremmatical
development the feature [+emot] was not included among the
inventory oY nominal or verbal features) such as pride can appear
only in the context of verbs that contain the features [+transi-
tive] and [+emotional restraint]:

/S\
Nom vp
_//\\
v Nom
+tr NP Ne
temotional ,///\\\\
restraint D N
[}Abaﬂ
pride

If our grammar includes a lexicon in which the features of the
sntries are identified, we can select from the lexicon entries
that match the grammatical requirements of the underlying deep
structure, insert them in the proper slot in the deep structure,
and proluce a non-deviant sentence. I\ the first tree we can
ingert physical aivtion verbs into the verb slot and concrete
nouns into the object slot. In the second tree we can insert
emotional restraint verbs into the verd slot and concr-te nouns
into the object alot. 1In both cames we will have grammatical
sentences. But 3n the case of the sentence John swallowed his

pride ve have twu co-ocrurrence violations: first of all swallow,

a physical action verbd, must occur with a concrete noun, but

————
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! additionally pride may occur with an emotional restraint verb.
The double feature violation can be jillustrated in the following

. way:
L 5
] NP e
z NP Grammatical
/\ Structure
. % #1
| D N v D N
- A _ - - . — -

+N +V _l | +N p—
i +An +tr ‘ +con
' +phys
| A ol B O I
} The boy swallowed his pride

+N +V ] +N
i +hu +tr +Abstr Lexical

+phys &\ {(+con) Entries
(+emot , -
tr
[ a . | Fee J - A
[ ] N ] [ +v ] ] [ +N B

+hu +tr +Abstr

i +emot
J : L restr

| >

D\/ N
NP Grammatical
/ Structure
#2
vP
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Wz can gee that the deviancy has a complex cause: the
fea.ure [}con], which is required by the physical action verb,
influences our interpretation of the lexical entry pride, causing
us to think of pride at least momentarily as a concrete noun,
and the feature i+emnt re;ti] influences our interpretation of
the lexical entry swallow, causing us to thiuk of it as a sub-
stitution for a mental verb. Swallow, therefore, gives physical
force to the emotional verbal action and our saxpectation for
swallow to require a concrete object gives concreteness to the
ubstract pride. Metaphor, therefore, may be examines in terms
of an interaction of grammatical forces, each force mingling
with its counterpart and thereby enriching the total semantic

force o." the sentence.

When modelis yield innovative pcdagogical adaptations,
though such innovative activity wight cause a linguist to
shudder, teachers and students, once again, are engaging in
inquiry, and new insights into language structure are acquired.
Once the formel procedure is developed and fully understood it
is no longer necessary to repeat it for any othar reason than
to explicitly illustrate a particular interpretation of an
especially interesting deviant structure. Students can learn
rather quickly to apply a principle that has been discovered
through inquiry and given explicit form ounly after a persistent
serias of formulations, evaluations, and reformulations. Once
the technique has been satisfactorily refined, it may be referred
to informally when it is needed to clarify a specific semantic

point.

Not all pedagogicel innovations are fiuitful and when they
becoma dull accumulations of minor feats of coordination it is
time to move on to something else. The bistory of the embedded
S, asg it devaloped in ssmipars with cooperating temchers, will
illustrate this painful aspect of curriculum development.

The development of a convenient method for schematicizing
the underlying deep structures of nominalized and 1elativizugd
sentences provided us with a mure sophisticated device for
describing style. The earlier structural techniques for carving
up surface structures into layers of modification had served
its purpose but the new grammars, constructed as they were ¢o
aynthesize sentences rather than mnalyze them, stimulated no
innovative stylistic study in t“e c¢lassroom. In fact, with
the exception «f a brief period in which features and selectional
rules suggestied new interpretational techniques, the new grammars
kept developers, teachers, and students busy trying to learn
how to work the grammara. It was concequently cften difficult
{0 discover just how tho new grammars could be used in the
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classroom. However, the earlier successful descriptions of
style with a comparatively unsophisticated analytical device
suggested to everyone that the new sophisticeted models should
yield more revealing stylistic techniquac.

After a period of trial and error, which took pluce in a
variety of classroouns from grades 4 through 16, we were able to
develop a new technigue for describing style in terms of deep
structure. The final test of the new stylistice was to return
to the old Faulkner sentence and compare the resulis with the
2arlier structural techniques for describing style. The analysis
yielded the following schematization:
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The same information can be organized as it is on the
following page. In both cases embedded S's are identified
according to the S in which they are embedded. They were
treading the dust (S1.1) is ths first embedded S in S (They
went S),1 up the road in a body). Similarly, Sj,;3 is the
first embedded S in the first embedded S in Sy. The notational
system is a simple mnd direct one: the depth of eash embedded
S can be identified immediately by counting the numbers to the
right of the decimal point; the numbers of embedded S's at each
level can be tabulated; a profile of frequency and depth of
enmbedded S8's can be easily formulated. Similar descriptions of
other Faulkner sentences and sentences from other writers can
be made and statistical comparisons of different writers can be
made.

It seemed possible that the new models had pedagogical
possibilities, yet they -id not catch on and the general response
of teachers sad studenis was quietly negative. Once again
curriculum cdevelopment Lad degenerated into a minor feat of
coordination.

The Third Transformational Period

MHuch of the work in transformational grammar up to this
roint was concerned with devsloping detailed phrase structure
rules and the transformaticnal rules that were needed to chanyge
deep structure strings into utterable surface structures. The
most complete grammar developed at the curriculum center coa~
tained 26 phrase structure rules and 35 transformational rules.
This grammar provided the framework for a met of materials
developed by cuvoperatiug teachers and center personnel during
an extended summer workshop early in the projsct. In the spirit
of the times il was appropriate to regard a grammar as a machine
wvhich needed nothing more than a scanner to pick the rules that
matchad the siructural description of a string and carry sut the
operations specified by the rules. Thougl it was largely left
unspoken, it was becoming ev'.dcnt that the study of such a
grammar, impressive as it ‘3, required one to regard students
as machine operators.

Apparently linguists themselves were becoming dissatisfied
with the task of formulating sets of transformationesl rules for
suddenly there was a btold shift from tooling up grammars to
re~oxamining the workings of language. There had been an im-~
yreassive advance, as Whitehead says, 'in the use of assigned
patterns for the coordination of an increased variety of detail.
But the assignment of tha type of pattern restricts the choice
of datails. In this way the infinitude of the universe is

9
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dismissed as irrelevant" (3, p. 79). In this case, the part of
thoe universe that has beern dismissed was the rich excitement of
investigating the infinite variety of language performance in
an open, investigative, creative way.

It was at this time with the assistance of The Ohio State
Uni.versity Department of Linguistics that we were able to escape
th: clutches of the machine by reading the dissertations of
Ba:bara Hall (20), Peter Rosenbaum (21), and George Lakoff (22)
ani articles by Charles Fillmore (23), James McCawley (24),
Uriel Weinreich (25), and Wallace Chafe (26). These documents
did, in fact, introduce "novelty of pattern" into our conceptual
experience. From Peter Rosenbaum (21) ws discovered how to
es:ape the detailed complexity of extensive phrase structure ang
transformational rules; from Barbara Hall (20) we learned how to
advance from purely syntactic descriptions of such terms as
"grbject” and M"object" to more semantically oriented investi-
gations; from Charles Fillmore (23) we learned about case grammar;
and from George Lakoff (22) we learned new ways of investigating
syntactic irregularity. Most of these studies were motivated
by a strong desire to escape syntactic dsep structures, which
weras not actually deep structures at all, and to discover the
nature of true deep structure, that is, semantic structure.

It would be mistaken to suggest that Chomsky had unwittingly
neglected semantics and had consequently missed the whole point
of language study. Quite the contrary is true. In the essay
"opics in the Theory of Qeneravive Grammar! (27), Chomsky stat: !
quite clearly that

the problems of universal semantics still remain
veiled in their traditional obscurity . . . . The
immediate prospects for universal semantics seem
much more dim than the prospects for universal
phonetics, though surely this is no reason for the
study to be neglected (quite the cpposite conclusion
should, obviously, be drava) . . . . Let us then
introduce the neutral technical notion of ‘'syntactic
description' . . . of a sentence that uniquely
determines its semantic interpretation (the latter
notion being left unspecified pending further in-
sights into semantic theory). (27, p. 5)

It was clear to the young linguists that the time had coiir
to think about semantics, but the snift had to come gradually.
First of all it was necessary to see a base grammar &as a simple
formulation that could be manipulated imaginatively to produce
uaderlying structures that would extend syntactic descriptio
into the reaim of meaning. At the same time, the preoccupatic.
with the formulation of transformational rules subsided ana it
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was possible to discuss embedding, coordination, topicalization,
passivization, interrogation, and other transformational operations
informally without the pressure of explicit formulation. The
effect of this shift of attention was to free grammatical inquiry
from the clutches of the machine and to open up new fields of
investigation,

New base grammars were formulated in the following way:
(1) 8§ ---3 NP + VP
(2) VP --->V(nP)
(3) NP ---> (N{S)

Specific transformations were referred to by name (gerundivi-
zation, infinitivization, cleft, passive, relativization, etc.) to
identify grammatical processes that hsd been carried out in the
preduction of particular sentences vut detailed explicit de-
scriptions were onmitted. The new rules eliminated the detailed
syntactic sub-categorization that was characteristic of earlier
transformational grammars, introducing only nouns and verbs as
syntactic categories and all other characteriatics of the deep
structure appeared as grammatico-semantic features placed in
brackets under the two major syntactic categories N and V:

S
/ \\

N vp

I |

N v

J i
+N +V
+com +pres
+hu +prog
+def //;;//\\\\\

The boy is singing

Interlocking parentheses were introduced as a new symbol in the
base rules to indicate that either one symbol, the other, or
both could be selected. Thus (NIS) may produce either N, N+S,
or S, that is, a single noun, & noun plus relative claure, or &z
nominalized sentence functioning as subject or object of the
sentence.
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This simple set of base rules freed the young student of
grammar irom the tedious and mechanical task of making elaborate
phrase structure grammars work by applying a long sequence of
sppropriately sgelected rules. It was now somewhat easier to
contemplate the possible psychological reality of the new base
rules. The creative device that enablea a speaker to produce
well-formed sentences must include a component that identifies
the syntactic structure that will match the structure of meaniag
that is taking form as the sentence makee its way from feeling
to utterance.

But syntax is only part of it. Somehow one must find a
way to introduce appropriate gemantic content into the deep
structure, for at every point in the production of a sentence
there must be an interaction between syntax and meaning: how
else could the speaker fit the one to the other? One attempt
to deal with this problem and to provide the teacher with a
full account of '"semantic" features was developed by Roderick
Jacobs and Peter Rosenbaunm (28). Unfortunately, though, the
details of this package, as complete and careful as they are, do
not provide the student or the teacher with an heuristic structure
that leads beyond itself. Postman and Weingartner have it
right when they say: o

+ « » if one accepts the rather obvious fact that
language is almost always produced by human beings
for human purposes to share human meanings (the one
exception to this 18 when two grammarians have a
conversation), then the study of language is in-
separable from the study of human situations. A
language situation (i.e., a human situation) is

any human event in which language is used to share
meanings. {29, p. Si)

A growing sware .ss of the limitatlions of the study of
syntactic rezular. .y -.d us to the study of case grammar, as
it is introduced by Charles Fillmore (23}, and syntactic irregu-
larity, as developed by George Lakoff (22). We began to discover
ways of talking about semantically interesting sentences. Such
sentences as '"The boy kissed the girl,'" which may be ontologi-
cally i-teresting, ithough grammatically unproductive, were
abandoned and more imaginative uses of language were drawn from
poetry, advertising, and cartoons. We tried to make use of what
we had learned about syntactic description, though we did not
forget that if grammars are to be useful they must be ineightful
and heuristic and if composition programs are to engage students
and teachers in meaningful inquiry they cannot be baszd on the
theory *hat grammar is a machine and so are children.
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Langnage study can become exciting when syntactic irregu-
larity is investigated, when the teacher, and th= student, vho
should both be investigators, try to explain now sentences mean.
In Section Two of this report, Barbara Van Horn gives an anecdotal
account of the investigations of a group of eighth graders who
had studied a considerable amount of grammar over a two-year
period and were able to draw on this knowledge to say some very
insightful things about syntactically irregular expressions.

For example, the following two lines from Wilfred Owen's Arams

and the Boy were discussed at some length: ‘'Let the boy try

along that bayonet blade how cold steel is,'" and further on in
the same poem, "His teeth seem for laughing round an apple"

(30, p.262). Advertisements provided another rich source:
"Haste makes sense,'' "Young it up with Oldsmobile,' "The thirst-
slaker," and "Rainfair gives you neat you never knew.'"

Once inquiry of this sort has tecome a rezular part of the
English class, students frequently bring unusual examples to
class. One of my favorites is a cartoon which presents with
appropriate illustration the following definition: rock, n.:
to cause somzone or something to sway -~ by hitting them with it.
Other interesting examples come from Peanuts: Linus says to
Lucy, '""Take a look at this . . . . It's a picture I drew of some
cows 8tanding in a grassture.' "In a what?'" Lucy says, in her
usual manner. To which Linus replies: "In a grassture. That's
where cows always stand . . . . You don't know anything at all
about cows, do you?"

It is not easy to maintain the rigor of a discipline when
you only want to investigate spectacular events, and if you are
not careful, you substitute the glamor of literary criticism for
the rigor and explicitness of grammatical inquiry. A sense of
our obligations and the need for orderliness in the investigation
of semantic structure led us to focus our attention on the study
of case relationships, a fundamental, univereal set of noun-verbd
semantic relationships, introduced by Charles Fillmore in "The
Case for Case" (23).

A full account of case grammar and an application of its
principles to the interpretation of poetry may be found in
Sectinn One of this report. This material, developed by Thomas
Shroyer, is presented in such a way that teachers may design
irquiry units for use with pawrticular classes.

Though case study is not the final answer to the problem
of developing a systeratic way of exploring the semantic structure
of sentences, it did serve *o liberate us from the rigidity of
earlier forms of transformational grammar. Once free it was
easy to be inventive und to deal directly with problems of
interpietacion. Durir  this laiter period of the project the
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unpublished work of Anna Wierzbicka (31) taught us how to explore
the meanings of sentences without depending on specific gram-
matical systems. In an unpublished paper entitlied "Generative
Semantics for the Classroom' I tried to present a simulation of
an inquiry session which drew on the work of Anna Wierzticka and
the study of case grammar. Actually, it is something less than
a simulation: it is really a monologue; but perhaps it will
suggest indirectly a way in which a tracher and a group of
students can explore meaning.

Generative Semantics in the Classroom

When we study the sentences of our language to discover
now they are conatructed, what they mean, how they are aliie,
how they are different, we are trying to make sense out of the
most complicated thing people do. We are trying to discover the
rules that govern the language game 8o we can understand how the
game is played so we can learn to play it better. But why should
we try to play the game better? Probably so we can say what we
want to say, explain what we mean, give form to our ideas, under-
stand what others say and write, tell jokes effectively, write
good themes, relate our experiences and understandings inter~
estingly and effectively, and a nost of other activities that
people carry on autowmatically from morning until night and even
in their dreams.

¥hen linguists talk about meaning and stru:ture, they say
that language has an inner and an outer form. They say that the
sentences wo hear and the sentences we see in books and on the
chalkboard have a gurface structure that is really only an
abbrevial.on for a deep structur2, which is the full meaning
of the sentence. Look carefully at this aentence*:

(1) Even Jchn is angry.

There are only four words in this sentence. If we sald only
John is angry, it would mean that the peraon named John felt
that he had been mistreated in some way which caused him to
become emotionelly upset and irritated with someone else. But
what does even mean? The dictionary gives the following defi~
nition: "though it may seem improbable." This definitiou seems
to suggest that the sentence could be rewritten as follows:

*This scntence is bvorrowed ficm an unpublished puper by
Anna Wierzbicka entitled "Negation -~ A Study in the Deep Gramsar,"
M.I.T., March, 1967 (31).



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(2) Though it may seem improbable, John is angry.
Now our four-word sentence has become an eight-word senternce!

But does our eight-werd sentence really capture the meaning
of our four-word sentence? Are there other circumstances that
have not been directly stated that we feel tou be a part of the
meauning of the origineal sentence? "Even John is angry." Listen
carefully to the sentence before you read on and try to get hold
of tbe full meaning. Consider the following sentences:

(2) Scmething has happened to cause a number of
people to become &ngry.

{(4) Jonhn is one nf the angry people.
{5) We did not expect John to be angry.

Now we have twenty-seven words! Does the combination of

sent :nces (3}, (4), and (5) begin to reveal the total meaning
of sentence (1)? We could say that these three sentencus con-
tain a paraphrase of sentence {(1). They provide us with an
interpretation of sentence (1) and illustrate how the many
elements of an event out in the world are packed together or
telescoped into a very small package {(Even John is angry} which
is actually only an abbreviation (surface striucture) of a very
complicated mcaning (deep structura).

It is the task of the student of language to discover ways
of unlocking the meanings of sentences., He must learn how to
look at a surface structure in such a way that he can recover
the deep structure. Or to put it somewhat differently: he must
discover the rules that exnlain how people can look at or hear
surface structures like Even John is angry and understand auto-
matically what they mean, even though a precise account of the
meaning may take as many as twenty-seven words., You may remember
that even the dictionary failed to provide us with a definition
of even thisc¢ fully explained how we understand Even John is angry.

We can pursue these ideas a little further by looking at
another sentence:?

(6) Helen flew to Paris,

What do you think it means? Wwhat possible event could it
refer to? Could it have more than one meaning? How does one
unlock the meaning of a sentence? These are questions we should
ask about particular sentences when we are trying to discover
something about the rules of .he languamge gawe. But before we
try to answer any of these questions, let's find out what we know
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about the surface stracture of our sentence.

There are different kinds of words in a language. 1In our
sentence Helen is a noun, tlew is a verb, to is a preposition,
and Paris is a noun.

N vV P N
(7) Helen flew to Paris.

If you have studied grammar before you may remember that
Helen is sometimes called the subject of the sentence and flew
to Paris, the predicate. Sometimes we say that sentences are
made up of :oun phrases anc verb phrases. Verb phrases ere made
up of verhs and sometimes other noun phrases. Noun phrases
always have iouns in them (Helen, Paris); sometimes the nouns
are accompanied by other words that telli us something about
the noun. For example, in our sentence the noun phrase to Paris
contains a preposition that tells us that the noun Paris is to
be regarded as a location, that is, the place to which Helen flew.

(8) Sentence
Noun Phrase Verb Phrase
Noun Verd Noun Phrase
Prep Noun
Helen flew tL PaLis

You have probably already noticed that our discussion of
the parts of speech has led °is away from our original question.
We haven't really said anything at all about the meaning of our
sentence, and since the most important thing about a sentence
is that it has a meaning, you might wonder about whether there
is any point in talking about nouns, verbs, and prapecitiors.
You have probably also noticed that our diagram of the surface
structure does iiot help us at all to underatand the sentence
or even to talk about the meaning of the sontence. Yet we do
need to know how the language of the surface structure is re-~
lated to the language of the deep structure, and perhaps, like
the chemist, who tclks about hydrogen and oxygen and water, or
the physicist, who talks about molecules and atoms and parts of
atoms, we need to be able to talk abhout nouns and verbs and
prepositions. But more of this later.

Have you decided yet what it civuld mean to say Helen flew
to Paris? What questions ccoculd we ask about the words in this
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sentence? For instance, who is Helen? 1Is she a person? Or
sometning else? We already know that the word fielen is called

a noun and you probably remember that our grammar books (ftien

say that a noun is the name of a person, place, or thing. Do

you think Helen is a person? A place? A thing? Do you know
what a thing is? Have you ever looked up thing in the dictionary?
It's not easy to find out what a thing is. 1In fact, it's so
difficult that an Italian linguist whose name is Silvio Ceccato
Jecided that to say a noun is the name of a person, place, or
thing is a very poor and useless definition. Consequsntly, he
worked out a more detailed breakdown of the things that nouns

name (10). For example, the names of all of the following

things are nouns: flying animals, swimming animals, creeping
animals, carnivora (animals that eat other animals), herbivora
(animals that eat only vegetables), dangerous animals, peaceful
animals, wild an:mals, fruit trees, transparent things, solids,
liquids, foods, vegetables, parts of animals, parts of vegetables,
solid things, hollow things, pointed things, and s¢ on. In fact,
Silvio Ceccato listed 142 differert kinis of nouns!

But to return to our sentence. If Helen is a person, can
we say that Helen can fly? Does she have wings? What do we mean,
then, when we say Helen flew to Paris? Do we mean that lielen
travelled to Paris in a plane? Then it must have been the plane
that flew. Or perhaps we should say that someone flew the plane.
Or caused the plane to fly. Maybe Helen isn't a person. What
else could Helen be? Sometimes planes have names. Pillots vecome
very fond of their planes and they give them names, usually the
name of some girl they are quite fond of. Perhaps Helen is the
name of a plane. Then we could say that someone flew Helen to
Paris. Or maybe Helen is the name of & bird. Then we could say
Helen flew to Paris and we would mean that a bird named Helen

flew to Paris. But what if Helea is a person? How would we
interpret our sentence then? Could we say thati Helen was trans-
ported to Paris in a plane? Or that someone transported Helen
to Paris in a plane?

But what about Paris? What is Paris the name of? A bird?
Perhaps Helen and Paris are both birds and Helen is very fond of
Paris, who js a boy bird, and she wants to be with him. Or maybe
Helen and Paris are bcth people and Helen is in a hurry to see
Paris. But surely she cannot fly. W¥hat would it mean, then, to
say Helen flew to Paris? Certainly it is an exaggeration to say
that Helen can fly. You have to have wings to fly and if Helen
is 8 person she doesn't have wings. Only birds have wings. So
what does it mean to talk about Helen as if she were & bird?
¥hat an odd game!

Maybe Paris is the name of a city. In that case we could
say that Helen, the bird, flew to Paris, the city. Or Helen, the
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person, was transported to Puris, the city. Or Helen, the
person, hurried off (like a bird) to Paris, the city.

¥We have bean exploring the possilble meanings a particular
sentence can have. Cur sentence seems to have many possible
meanings, which is to say that it is ambiguous. When we try to
discover the mearings a sentence van have we are beginning to
investigate the deep structures of that sentence. We have been
able to discover a variety of meanings that our sentence could
have becauss we know thest words like Helen can refer to a girl,
a bird, or a plane and that words like Paris :an refer to a boy,
a bird, or a city. Of course, we know that some of the meanings
of our sentence may be unlikely ones, but they could occur in the
context of a story. For example, there is a very famous story
about Helen of Troy, a very beautiful girl who was married to
Menelaus, the King of Sparta. Unfortunately, Helen wes in love
with a young man whose name was Paris {according to one source).
In fact, she liked Paris move than she liked Menelaus. So she
eloped with Paris and Menelaus was so mad that he went after her
with his army -- and that!'s how the Trojan War began., Thus,
Helen flew to Paris in this context would mean: Heien, the
person, flew (hurried like a bird) to Paris, the person she
loved.

There are other ways in which utterances can be misunder-
stood, sometimes with catastrophic consequences. We can illus-
trate such a2 situation drumatically and that will bring our
discussion of Helen flew to Paris to a climactic conclusion.

A One Act Play vharacters: a tired linguist
a tired linguist's wife

Setting: It has been a hard day #t the office and the tired
linguist is returning home to enjoy the couforts of
his armchair and the cool taste of iced tea. He is
looking forward to an intelligent conversation with
his wife and pleasant activities with his numerous
childrer.

Tired linguist (to his wife): Oh, what a day., Eight hours of
it. The same thing. Over and over. The same problem,
Sometimes I don't think it will ever end.

Tired linguist's wife: What was it today? The same old thing?
Some s1lly sentence, I suppose.

Tired linguist: You won't believe it, but ['ve spent the whole
day trying to understand Helen flew to Paris.
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Tired linguist's wiﬁgr(uneasily): ¥ho .a the world is BHelen
Flutiperis? Another one of those QGreek secretaries? The
whole day? Well!

Tired linguist (dozing off in his comfortable chair, the iced
tea dripping slowly from his bearded chin): The pilot
caused Helen Flutiperis to Zzzzzz . « . .

Gremmatice-Semantic Structure

The informal exploration of the ieanings of sentences cau
be a rich classroom activiiy, as Barbara Van Horn's account of
her classroom in Section Two of this report documents. How-
ever, neither the formal study of syntax nor t..e informal study
of semantics seemed sufficient. Somehow the study of language,
as Emmon Bach has said, should be a study of the relationships
between grammaticel and semantic structure: every form has a
meaning, and there is a form for evary mearning (32). It is in
this cense that sentence formation may be though® of as the
matching of grammatical structure to semantic structure. The
struggle for the writer ie the discovery of this match and the
task of the composition teacher, if there be such a person, is
to meke the composer aware of the enormous difficulty of finding
the ratch and to provide him with some procedure for evaluating
his effort.

It is this task that constituted the terminal activity of
this project. Section Four ot this report, "Investigation of
Syntactic-Semantic Relationshiys in the Selected Writing of
Students in Grades 4-12," by William E. Craig, presents a full
account of this investigation.

Advances in biological sciences are often made through a
study of pathologies, i.e., the careful investigation of physio-
logical malfunctions. Such studles frequently lead to insightis
not discovered in the study of ha@althy organs and tissues. Tha
approach to the study of grammatico-semantic structure in Scction
Four is comparable: through a careful examination of malformed
student sentences, William Craig has developed a systematic
account of a set of syntactic-semantic relationships derived in
part from the work of Ernst Cassirer, Willlam Stern, Anna
Wierzbicka, George Curme, Hendrik Poutsma, Zeno Vendler, Etgko
Kruisinga, and Otto Jespersen, **“ose studies® d-2alt primarily
with the writing of adults, rather than children, and of well-
formed sentences, not mal-formed senteaces, in which the problems

*See Section Four in Voluue II of this report for exact
references.
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of matching grammatical structure with semantic structuie are
nost interestingly revealed. So far as we know, there Las been
no other study of the language of schnol children that utilizes
the sentences children actually write as the basis for a syste-
matic accovnt of the syntactic-semantic relationships they use
and misuse.

Section Four presents a close examination of over 800
sentences from students in grades 4-12 which were written in
response to the thiree STEP Essay tests administered to all the
students in the project. Even though the sentences came from
essays in which the topics were pre-determined, they provided
enough examples of the mismatching of grammatical signals and
semantic structure to reveal a set of semantic-syntactic relation-
salps.

Thege relationships are grouped in basic faxilies that
illustrate major semantic principles; e.g., conjunction (the
general semantic principle of expansion), restriction (the
general semantic principle of limitation), reification {the
general semantic principle of abstraction), and topicamlization
(the general semantic principle of emphasis). Each of these
general semantic principles has a variety oi specific relation-
ships that illustrate the ways in which such relationships are
expressed in syntactic forms in English. For exsuple, the
principle of conjunction (i.e., semantic expansion) is ilius-
trated by six specific syntactic-semantic relationships: CATEGORY
EXPANSION, OBJECT DESCRIPTION, ENUMERATION OF REFERENTS, 1EMPORAL
SEQUENCE OF ACTIONS/EVENTS, CONTRAST/OPPOSITION OF REFERENTS, and
DISJUNCTION OF REFERENTS. kach of these specific syntactic-
semantic relmationshins is defined and illuatrated through specific
student sentences thet reveal how students in the project used
and misused the grammatical signels for these relationships.

For example, UCATSAORY EXPANSION 48 illustrated by student
sentences which demonstrate how the grammatical signal for this
relationship, AND, has been misused by student writers.

The following excerpt from Section Four (Vol. II, pp. 88-89)
will illustrate how a student's sentence violates the appropriate
syntactic-semantic relationship of CATEGORY EXPANSION.

Take for example this eentence produced by a seventh-
grade student on his essay written for the Fall 1967
STEP Essay test:

(15) °*SHE WEIGHS SEVEN POUNDS AND EIGHT

OUNCES, BLUE EYES AND BLOND HAIR.

We know from our own experiences with language and
the real world that the student is deascribing a baby
girl, for we know that SEVEN POUNDC AND EIGHT OUNCES
is a commonly reported wveight for new-born infants.

LA
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We gain additional support from the student's previous
sentence in which he tells of the arrival of his new
baby sister, although we would not have needed that
information to have understood sentence (15) above.
The coordinated NP's themselres~~-SEVEN POUNDS AND
EIGHT OUNCES, BLUE EYES, BLOND HAIR--suggest a
category to us immediately, for these items are those
usually supplied in the information about new-hora
infants: their weight, their hair- and eye-color.
Combined with the feminine SHE, these NP's are
enough to suggest the most probable category NP to
which the ccordinated NP's belong: PHYSICAL ATTRI-
BUTES COF NEW-BORN INFANT GIRL,

However, although SEVEN POUNDS AND EIGHT OUNCES,
BLUE EYES, BLOND HAIR are all members of the category
PHYSICAL ATTRIBUTES OF NEW-BORN INFANT GIRL (SISTER
OF STUDENT), we find the student's coordination of
them in sentence (15) unacceptable. Why? Because
the coordinated NP's follow the verb WEIGHS, as if
the baby sister not only weighs seven pounds and
eight ounces but also weighs blue eyes and blond
hair! As native speakers, we know that we do not
ordinarily conjoin two meanings of WEIGH in the same
sentence . ., . . Neither do we ordinarily allow a
single appearance of WEIGH to stand for both meanings
in the same sentence. Therefore, the student's
syntactic coordination of the NP's of weight, hair-
and eye-color immediately following the verb WEIGHS
confronts the reader with a category expansion that
is not acceptable.

Each of the syntactic-semantic relationships making up the
general semantic principle of conjunction is illustrated in this
way; likewise, the syntectic-semantic relationships of the gen-
eral principles of restriction, reification and topicalization
are illustrated by student sentences that ms clearly as possible
reveal students' uses and misuses of the grammatical signals for
these various semantic relationships. (See the appendix to
Section Four for a list o1 all the syntactic-semantic relation-
ships developed by Craig, along with an illustrative student
sentence for each relationship.)

¥e want to stress that although this development of a
syatematic set of vyntactic-semantic relationships was the
terminal activity for this project, we feel confident that this
set of syntactic-semantic relationships is just the beginning
of the study of syntactic structure and semantic structure urged
by Bach. Some informul investigations of the classroom use of
such a set of relationships can be seen in Section Two of this
report, "An Anecdotal Account of a Classroom Investigation of
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the Semantics of English Sentences." 1In the third chapter of
this section, "Composition,” Barbara Van Horn describes the uses
her atudents made of the knowledge of the grammatical signals of
CATEGORY EXPANSION in revising malformed sentences they had
written. Obviously, such an informal application of this par-
ticular syntactic-semantic relationship can be expanded to
vhatever relationships a teacher and his students use, for each
nust look at his own writing to determine just which syntactic-
temantic relationships are not being used appropriately before
l.e applies the knowledge contained in the syntactic-~semantic
relationships of Section Four. HKopefully, this set will be
expanded and amended by teachers and students exploring together

the sentences they write.

Donald R. Bateman
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SECTION ONE

AN INVESTIGATION OF THE SEMANTICS OF ENGLISH SENTENCES
AS A PROPOSED BASIS FOR LANGUAGE CURRICULUM MATERIALS
by

Thomas G. Shroyer
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FREFACE

The present work was written while the author was teking
part in a development project supported by the United States
Office of Education (Cooperative Research Project MNo. 2133,
Contract OE-6-1C 107, Development of Composition Prograns
Based on Generative Gramwar and Psycholinguistic Theory for
Grades 7-9). Part of the project's task was to determine
language materials for children in grades seven through
nine. Project personnel thought that even the best of current
theoretical linguistics was not sufficiently adequate to de
translated directly into lanpusge materiala for the ¢lass-
room. Specifically, while a highly articulated syntsx and
phonology were available, there was no comparable account of
semantica, undoubtedly one of the central aspects of languare.
It was necessary, then, to explore the semantic structure of
Englishlprior to the development of language naterials, The
resulting concepts and procedures Qould supplement liter-
ary interoretational techniques, yfeld insights into studert
composition, and provide a rélatively (linpuistically) sound
basis for the later formulation of languape rmaterials. The

constraints imposed cn this description were, therefore. the

55
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following:

1. The description must take up directly the problem of
meaning (semantics).

2. The account must be open: oriented toward investi-
gation rather than formulation,

3., The description should be based on the most semanti-
cally adecuate linguistic theories and on the
author's knowledge of language as a native speaker
and student of linguistics.

L4, The results must provide systematic insights into
literary language.

5. The results must provide systematic .nsights into
student composition.

The author believes that, although the current writing

does not include illustrations which meet requirement No. 5,
the system set forth potentially makes a significant contri-

bution to a description and analysis of student composition.

ERIC ”
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I INTRODUCTION

"No education can be adequate in which knowledge

of our nativi language ... 1s false, or shallow,
or trivial,"

"Uhat needs to be clearly seen...is that linguistics
15 essentially the quest of MEANING."2

"iiastery of the fundamental ideas of a field involves
not only the grasping of general principles, but also
the development of an attitude toward learning and
inquiry, toward guessing and hunches, toward the
possibility of solving problems on one's own."

There is little reason to document past failures of linguists

in dealing with problems of language description or even in
recognizing them. Similarly we need not relate the lack of
success of educators concerned with language instruction in
providing appropriate, truthful, and revealing language mater-

ials for their students. Although the full range and depth of

lﬂerbert J. ‘luller, The Uses of English (llev York: Holt,
Rinehart, and Winston, Ine., 1967), p. 58,

2Bepjanin Lee Whorf, Lanpusge, Thoughit, and Reality:
Selected Writings of Penjanmin Lee Whorf. ed. John B. Carroll
(Cambridge, i‘ass.: 11.I.T. Press, 1956), p. 73.

3serome s. Bruner, The Process of Education (Carbridge,
fass.: larvard University Press, 1965), p. 20.
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lanpguase and its connections to psychology and philosophy were
recognized and expounded in Zartesien thought in the 1Tth and
19tnh centuries, it has only been within the last decade and
a nhalf that these earlier insights and princivles have moti-
vated any further serious linguistic investigations and only
within the last two years that they hasve influenced a few
linguists to deal directiy with that aspect of lunguage uvhich
is most crucial' meaning. As a consequence, no educational
raterials now available manifest any of the richness and
potential of rationalistic Cartesian linguistics for investi-
gation and understanding of language and thought.

Descartes was not primarily interested in lanpusge

per se_ rather, reflecting tue existing unifled

discipline in his time of linguistics, psychology,

and philosonhy--the same areas vhich current genera-

tive grammarians, in their search for better explana--

tions of language phenoriena,; find interrelated- he

sav lanzuage as that funciion of man which was nost

hunan: that the linguistic anﬁ mentsl processes of
man were virtually identical.

hThonas G. Shroyey, "A Review of Certesia. Linguistics by
lioan Cho:msky" (unpublished paper, 1987).

Since it is necessary to create language materials which

are not 'false, or shallow, or trivial,"5 since tuese materials

5I-fuller, The Uses of Fnglish.
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must permit, even force, students to engage in "the quest of

! meaning"’ and to develop "au attitude toward learning and

6
Whorf, Lanruac-e, Thouzht, and Reality.

1 -- —

inquiry,...toward the possibility of solving problems on

1 one's own,"7 the developer must determine the pozeible

) < v ———— —

7Bruner, The Process of Fducation.

| —

theorctical and methodological gources to draw from in

order to achieve these gosls. A Chomskian Generative-Trans-

y formational gramrar might be one source of value in light
of tiie cleims that Chonsky has made concerning the place of

} his theory in the Coartesisn tradition and his perceptive
statements about language Instruction in the scliools. For

] example, he says,

i iy impression is that grarmmar is generally taught

| as an essentially closed and finished system, and in a
rather mechanical way.... It seems to me that a
great opportunity is lost when the teaching of

' grammar is limited in this way. I think it is impor-
tant for students to realize hov little we really
know about the rules that determine the relation

J of sound (surface structure) to nesning (deep
structure) in English, about the general properties
of huran language,... Few students are avare of the
fact that in their normal, everyday life they are

| concistently creating new linguistic structures
that are irmedfately understood.... They are never

O
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brought to tue realization of how amazing an
accorplishient this is, and of ho! lirfted is our
couprehension of what makes it po.sidle.

8I!oam Chomsky, "The Current Scene in Linguistics," College
tnglish, Vol. 27 lio. 8 (ilay 1966), p. 595.

Yet an exanination of the tvpe of grarmar put forth in works

sucu as Chomsky's Aspects of a Theory of Synt5x9 or Jacodbs

and Rosenbaum's English Transformationel Grammar 10 raveals

- - —

9

Noam Chomsky, Aspects of a Theory of Syntax (Camtridge,
Mass.: .i.I.T. Press, 69555.

loR. A. Jacobs and Peter S. Rosenbaum, En#lish Transforma-

- s

19GB7.

them to be besically mechanicsl, closed systems which do nct
deal directly with neaning, as these criticisns of the

Chomskian varadigm indlcale:

There i1s an unconfortable similarity betwe2n the
wey that serantics has generally been treated in
transformational grammwar and the way that syntax
was treated in the 'pnonological grammar' of Trager
and Smith. 1In either case the subject 18 & nebwlous
area which cannot be dealt with pn its own ground
tut is accessible only through the more manageable
field of syntax or phonology. This similarity is made
especially clear in Ketz and Fodor's dictum (1963)
that 'lirgaistin description minus grammar equsls
serantics,! which in effect 2sserts that semantics
1¢ (by definition) the hairy mess that remains to



boe trlied about  after one a3 finfsned 2ith lin, -
ulstisy rroper.

11 et
Jares DL velavler, "1ne Ygle of Senaniics {n a Grarcar,”
in Undverssls ir Linruistic Wneory 23, by 3. Baclh ani X

sarrc (e Yorh: Helt, 3inehart, an? “irston, lna., 13:3).
125.

for tie leet faw years transforiaticiaal craesr,
in the forms ovivrioitsd Uy Cnorssy  hae baop raknioc a
migrty effort.. toverds Jistlagulshing plhenorwne of
deep and superfisial grarmer il toverds coastruct!ing
an explicit theory of transition ’'fro- the depth to
the surface’.

llovever , in practice, tks notiorn of deep atruc-
ture wvith valeh transformational grarcar has teen
vorXipy seexs still very far from the loglcal
grarmar of the Cartesian liungulsts In fact, even
{n the relatively radical version of Postel, Lakoff
and Hose the s.c. doep etyructure lours rather like
an interisdiate concept, suspernded half way betwveen
univarsul notetion of tha xeanin~ and the auper-
ficialities is the fora, half.syntactic, half-
genantic, .. '€

e

degation - A Squdy in the Dear Grueear,”
PIUS (dittoed paver. .. I ., tarck, 1967), footnote 1, p.
3e.

m —— i e ¢ S —— . — -—

12
Aroa. Yerabicsa,

1f ve repand lar -uage ¢8 an extraordiparily complex
device for synbeifzinre human exnerience by vocal
sounl. it eees to me that we are led t9o @ rether

di Tfareny pereyective than ves afforded.. vy Chozskyar,
t.eeoty. 1Thie theory) arese from 8 ~reoccupution

vith tay symbol ratier than that wviieh is synbolized.
apd as & co&eequfgca disturted the rea) ralatinnehip
tetvaen the two.

El{jﬂ:‘ iyl
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tMallace L. Coaste, "lenpusce s Systoilzation,” Lanquage
b3, ic. 1 (darch, 1277, p. ST.

It (Chomskian deep structurel ie an artificial inter-
rediate level between the empirically discoverable
'gezantic deep mrtructure' and tne observationally
accegsible surface structure, &8 leve) the properties
of which have 1ore to d¢ with the methodoloricel
ccanitzents of gremzarians then with the nature or
hm&:hmmm@aA

1L - ) -

Ciarles J. Fillrore, "The Csse fer Case,” ir Uniyerials
{io Linguistic_iteory ed. E. Bach and R. liarns, (lev Yorr.
Holt, Ri{n=hart, snd Utneton, Ine,,17%3}), p. 88.

An exanlnetion of such roat Chozskian literature reveals
A persistent and fairly widc-spread attenpt to raintain
theoretical ri_or and to use the ratioralistic rethodoloyy
of ordinary lannguage philosophy in an effort to deel directly
with meaninge. One example of this attexnpt ie Fillwore's

most cogzplete 3taterent of case grumar, "The Case for Cace,"15

v

)Fil]:ore. "re Cace for Case.

« — - — -

Fillnore defines case relationships au:

...8ezanticaliy relevant syniacti{c relatiouships
{uvolving nouns anl the structur:is that contain
thex,.,.. (T)rese relationshir:...are in larpe rart
covert but ure nevertaelesg cerop’vically dlscover,

o able.... [Tlhey forrni a specific finita sat.. ,.*°

ERIC
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Fillmore, "The Case for Case," 1. 5.

e — ——— -

He further pointe out that these covert case cateyories are
not to be coarused with historical scccunts of case which
wWere based on morphology or accldence rather than on a concept

of deep structure in vhich syntax §s central.l? oOne difference

Fillrore, "The Caze for Case," uwn. 0.3,

tween his grarmar and a (homsklan grerwar {s revealed ty

his discussion of ¢he two gentences

(1) John ruined the teble

(2) John built the table
Fillxore says that the covert gramatical distinction between
these two sentences is that »f "effectun" versus "effectun™:
in (1) the table is understood to have existed prior to
John 's a:ticn while fn (2) the tadble is unders’ood to have

come fnto existence as 8 r.sult of John's action.18 Further,

18

Fillrore, "The Case for Case.” p. L.

—— s e s =

the syntactic iuplicaticns of this Afstinction are revesled
by the fact that (1) ray appiopristely answver the questicn

y (3) what did John do to the table?
LS
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vhile (2) nay not.!? 0n the other hand, a Frarmar such as

19
Fillrore, "The Case for Case.," p. L,

that descriled {n Aspects of the iheory of Syntaxzo vould

20
Chemsky, Aspects.

simply account for the difference hetwee: the two sentences
on the tasls of th~ Aifforence in gelectional features assoc-
isted with their vespective verbts: rudn co-ctours vith a
preceding WP contafoing the feature {-abstractl, wherwuas
tulld co-occurs with a preceding NP contsining the feature
(+huzanl}. vClesrly, this latter rethod 13 based only on
superficiel co-occurrence patterns. Thus, ft appears that
one impor‘ant factor in tie {vereased adequacy oy Flllpore's
grarmar {s the 1.troduction of senantic data {nto the proccss
of sentence analys's. A trief account of one perspective on
the recent history of gram:atical systems will {llustrate

the full lapact of ¢his step.

One of the firet nolern attezpts to descrite sentences
in a systematic way was Imciediate Constltuent analysis. The
application of this metholdelogy resulta in the division of
sente.ices into their various forual parts and the labeling

of those parts. Thus, a sentence llke

b2
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{L) Jchn opsned the door

consicts of the 1amediate constituents "John," a noww. phrase,

and "orened the door "

r vert phrase. The verbdb phrase con-
sists of the {rercdiste constituents "opened," a verd, anl
“the doer," e noun phrase. the latuter acun phrocze, 'the
door," consists of the {mmediste constituents "the," a dete:
nirer, and "door," o noun. The rerit of this svstem {s that
it orovides a consistent means for identifying parts of Zen-
tences wit) constituent ladels. Furtier, it contains terms
which can te used to state genererlizations adbout “nplish:
for exarrle, everv Tnzlish sentence contairns a noun phrase
aud & ver® ;arase  every noun phrase contiains a noun, and
every verh phrase contains n verd,

Since tiis systen §s restricted to a descrintion of
sentential constituent tyire ard order, 14 must rail to accourt
for ary asrect of roaning. For example it cannot reveal
the relationsiips between ulparen®ly quite different sentences
whici, are nevertheles: Judged to be eszentielly synonymous
Lty rative sjeaxers. Conversely, {t will represent secanti{-
cally unreluted senteinces in ideutical fashion. Fer exannla,
(5) and {J) 111 be identicelly laveled,as {(7) and (3)
illustrate.

{5) llarry vants the tie

(¢) Milda ¥i{)lied the roach

(S

h)



(1) ( ( € Merry } J { ( wants ) { ( the)
s WP nu . TPV NP D
{ tie ) ) } )

(%) (¢ (®1aa Y ) ( (xilled ) ( ( the )
S P d YEV BF D
{ roach ) ) )}
y
Transfornaticnal Ivmadiate Conatituent aralysis {namely,
Chormsxien grarmar) attetinted 1o sccount first for sentences
ir whicl, the lexice) items were jdentlcal, in which zeanirgs
wvere identical, but in which constitusnt orders were Jiffer
ent. 7o facilitate this analysis, the systeu poatulated a
coon order of constituents frei. wnich a variety of orders
was possitle.  In effect, t.i5 comien order was called the
deep structure of sentences. FPerueps the tvo tipes of sen-
terces to receive most atlentiun “rere the santence contain
{1, a palrsive coastruction and tiie senteace contafning an
"(xtraposed” constitucat. These twe tyves are illustrated
» {10} and (12) respectively.
(9) Karl orened uhe present
(10) The piesen was ovened by larl
(11} That lary 2{4a't ccre surprised ro one
{12) It surpriscd no onc that Mary didr't couze
viderce of vrarsforpaticnal grocoar's reliance on IC
analysis ls provided by the nature of its syntactic diarrac-

zming, as {llustrated in Figures 1. The constituent iatels are

O
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Harry wants 0 K
f I
the tie

the sarc as those in (T), aa &ve the denendency relationships.
In addition. the diszram for (6) i3 identical to that of
Ficoure 1 (with the exception of selectivnal features and
{nhercut features).

Since the besfic assumption implicit in thiis system,
like tiat of {te forerunner, {s that tic "F VP sequence is
obli atory, every sentence na:. as its Jdeep utructure the
forn [IP V. 1If a sentence does not superficially reflect
tais Y &3 in the case of the imperative sentence and the
agentless passive sentence, that HP ia gaid to have leen
dele*ed in the process of sentence forration. .leaninf is
arpealed (o whenever sentences are formally relatable in
order to ‘ustify tle clairs cr dee» structure {dentity. A
corpiteent to the "reuvral technical gotfon of 'syntactic

description’™2] prevented any direct investiration ot meanin-.

o e ——— o —— — e 4 - — PPN U ——
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Coan Chorshy "Topics in the Theorv of Generative ra—ar

in vurrent Trerds in Linguistics. Vol. IIL: Theoretical
o Foundullens. ed. by Thomas A. Oebeor (iue Napue:lfcuton. 1364),

EHQJ!:‘ v 5.
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One new development of tre Tranafcriationalists, asid-
fror the theoretical positine of transrceisations to account
for syntactic variation, was that their syster waun gererative:
given & srall set of rules, a syntactic atruc* re could be
cererated into which morphet.cs vere {ntroduced to fori accep-

table sentences.?2 Yet these generative rules were hasically

22
This {s sorawhat of an oversirolificatior singe the annro-
priate choice of morpheres vas deternined vy other rules and
the final rhonermic forn was determired by still enother set of
rules.

a deneralizel fors of Imvediate Constituent aralysis, as the
constituent cate~ories of tiie follovins {llustrative genera-

tive rules denonstrate:

S ~—= NP VP
NP - (D) U
VP -e ¥ (MP}

Fillrore atterpted to overcoxme the sermantic limita-
tions of Transforrational Imrediate Constituent grarmar vith
1ts obligatory P VP (eep structure by developinyg a case

eramosr, first in "A Pronosal Concerning English Prepoaitions."23

- A ——— —— -

23 ,

Charlics J. Fillmore "A Procosal Cencernine Tnelish Pre-asi-

v

tions," llonograph Series on lLanguages aru .inruistics 'o. 19
ed. by F. P. Dinneen {Georgetown Univerafty, 1956).
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ther §in "Towards a fodern Theory of Case,"kh

25

and fiaslly in

"The Case for Cuse. Hotins that the definitior of deep

2k

Crarles J. Fillrore, "Tovards a “‘oderr -Thecry of Case,"
Project on Linguratic Analyeis, Repert o. 13 (The Ohio State
University, 1966;.

25
. Crarlen J. Filirore "The Case for Case."

suvject as the P imnediately doninated by the S prevents an

account of the essentially identical relationahips betwvenn

sone verbs and scme nouns, vhether they are "sublect" or "objert,"”

Fillrore clained that the real deep structures of sentences

are not of the ordered and hi<hly atructured form hypothesized

ty the Transformatipnalists, but ratlrer are unsrderecl sets oy

cuse relationsihipa accompanied by a verb. Thus, "subject”

and "object" are features only of amwrface structure, For

cxazple, by accounting for the synonynity of pairs of sentences like
(13) Harry bousht the dbird ir-n Schwvartz

(14}  Schwartz sold the bird +o Mavry

(15) ‘ary rented a car to Hubert
(16} FKubert rented a car from lary

(17) Larry blaned the accident on Bud
{18) Llarry btlared Bud for the accidant

{16) Guy steals money from banks

{20) Guv ro%s kanys of ronev

ERIC 66

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

by deep structure ident’ty within cas¢ grarmar, he deconstreted
tiie failure of Transforsationel Irmediate Constituent pgremnars,
vnich have to rostulaete different underlying structuress for
eacl of these gentences, The inplicit claim that two or nore
surface sertences which contain wnidentical lezical items and
unidentical '
deep structure oprered the vay for a nev kind of ° ‘ngutfe
analysis.

A brief examination of Fillmo:e's phrase structure corpo-

nent and its use of cvage relationships will demornatrate the

strengths and the weaknesses of his cuse srerrar, The phrase

7
)
structure rules sre as followa.’

S — {odelity) + ¥(roposition)
P —— V(icrd) + Cy + v &y

¢ —+ (oun) P(hrese) » ¥(asus)

P =+ (D(eterminrr)) + l{oun)

Trese rules are onily illustrative. The ervansion of
A(odality) 13 not stated since the relevant pointa of this
iiszussion are ralatad to the catecory Plroposition) and its
expansion. ''C, + ...Cn" ave the varlous case relaticns’ips
which pAy appedr {n the deer strurtures,

These rules will geserate gtructures guch ss the one fia Flgure
2, vhich is the deep structure of (21).
{21) John opened the ¥vor

\..,':‘5
‘)l

‘subJects" and "objecte” can de derived fror the sa-e
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’ JoLn the door

Yhis figire revaals thau *he verd open can appear ¥ith an
fgertive and sn Objective P, The Agentive relaticoushlp is
signeled by the preposition "ty" and the Objective relation-
ship is ynmarked, "g". If, we 1n (21), the 2zentive is
toplicaliied, its prepopitional rase pirker is deletzd, On
the othe hand, §f the Dbjective s topicaiized, the Agentive
marxer 1; retalined:

‘ {22) ‘™me Jdcor was opened by John
Since Fl!lnore ¢laima that prepositions are case signaly (with
or withoat semantic significance or con%ent), he can account
for thelc appearance or non-appearsnce in terms of superficlal,
sometires topical, constrainis. Thus, the differences in the
prepositions of {13)-{20) are matters of the superficial
constrajate inposed by considerations of toplcaliz.tion. 4An
additiorel feature of cesc grermar {s {ts method for describing
the syntactic semantic character of verba. The case cO-

occusrerce poasivilities form the basis for this description,

9
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For exampic, open sppears both in sentences which cuntain an
Agentive P and those which do not. Further, it alwvays

appears in sentences containinys an Ohlective (iP. This infcrma:
tion is a part »f tie lexical description of oren snd ray he
~resented in the foiloving notationtp7
cer . ¢+ (R}

o7
This lescription of oven is only {1lust ve s - othe
case relationships may wledo @ppear with {t. 'E%S%Jienfﬁgséifkr
indicate optionality, the leck of rerentieses indicates

obligatoriness.

Since ingividual aase reiationships are definad seranti-

cally . both lexical charscterizetions which contain them and

deey structuras reveal important aspecys of reaning. For

exenple, Fillrore defines Agertive and Cojective in the

fcllowing way.

tgentive (A), tie case of the typically animate
rercelved insticator of the actlon identifies

3y the verb,

Sbjeciive {0), tae semantically most neutrsl casc,
the case of anythin; re-ressntable by & noun
vhose ro.o ir the act n or state ldentified
by the verh is fdentified by the verd (iself.
conceivably tne concept should be linited tc
thinge which are afyscte. by the 9§t!on cr
state {dev*ified Oy the verdb ....¢

- ———

28

Firore "The Case for Tsse," pp. 24-23.
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Other crges are also defined seranticelly. However, Fillmore

has said that caze vreloclonships are "serantically relevant

gyntacxéggggjg}}onshigq."20 (Itelics rine.) It {s at least

Fil)rorc, "The Case for Case,” v. §.

questionabie whaijher syntactic relationships can be defincd
sexsnticoully anl i{n no other way. ‘!‘sreover . the phrease
structure component which contains gramatical categeries

such as P and ¥, which are nef{ther defined nor definable
serantically  also coutains cass deaignatien suci. as Al{gentive)
ard U(bjec*ive}, which are neither defined nor d2’inable
syntactically. 'Whother *his nixture of semantic and syntactiv
categoriea is accecrtable »r not i8 really rot at guestion.

cre specifically, whether gsemantic cetceories such as cace
relationships cun - nerate (be reuritten as) syntactic cute-

gories is again not at questxcn.3o The f=avortant print g

o - — s — o

30

It mi~ht sovnd 8s if these rotential ciiticisme vere sirila-

to those against "mixing levels" nmade by descrirtive linguists,
Vowever, tiis 44 not at all the situation: {f, {n fact, there
{3 a deterninstle inter-relationship detweon sermantic and
syntactic phenorwna, it cannot te present2d c¢.avertly, it must
be defined and ivs account carefully justified. Filirore's
system doey appear to surgest such an inter-.rclatfonship
though it s never definnd in such a way as to Justify his
semantic categpory-sy:.tectic category connection,

—_— — -
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that Filimore's cese greccisr is not a grarmar of semantics
insorar as its base is heavily syntactic.

A stcond objJection tco cise prarmar hati been clalmed to be
one of its viitues: the luck of deep structure constituent
order. True this critisisn lose? its relevance if care
.crarrar is basically syntectic, for a lack of syntactic consti-

tuent order at the deepest lsv 2l oV 2nalysis nas the advan-

tage of relegating lanzuage specific constituent ordering to

the zrasformatiornal corivonent. Yet any sragnar whic: degcrite:

sex\ntic deep structures oughd to reflect cognitive linguistic
oider. For exaxnplie, agents have semantic precedence oves the

objects involved in thair actions. VFurther, since, as

K3} 32

end Bendix nave pointed out, lerical itens have

LIS o 3 e
weliroict

31

Yrial Yeinreich. "Exploratiuna in Serentic Theorv," in

Current Trends in Linguistice. Vol. III:. Theoretical Fourda-
tions. od. by Tromcs A. Geteok. (.c Hague: 'wuton, 1263),

?- Lic.

32

Fdward H. Bendirx, Corponential Annyals of Jeneiy) Vocadu
lury: Th: Senmantic Structure of a Set of Verbdbs in Enplish,
Mindl, and Japanese. Part 2, of I7AL, 32. (Bloomington:

Indfana Unfvereity and The lapue:. Moutcn, 1966).

*— — e —— ————

their owvn senantic structures, a grammar vhich deals directly
with . aning cught to reflect the intra-seatential dependency
relations between lexical iters and betveen semantic primi-

tives <ithiln ledicnl ftens. 33 The transforix t!onal preblen is

LLE]
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33!t should be adr tted ‘hat Fillrore does Not address him-

self to the problen of the sepantic structura of lexica’ ftems.
Thzrefore, it {s not epprovriate to criticize nis case grermar
for tnis omiesion. It mizht well be that his possible
expangion of O{bjective} into S could be a means wier:by his
system could cccount for complex lexical ftems. This possibi-
13ty will %e explored sorevhat in Chapter III.

culy a cechanicel one for if syntactic trensforrmetions can
operate on gyntactic deep structures to order and delete
congtituents, semantic tra-eformations can cperate on seruntic
deep structures to orgsnize and collupse gsemantic unita into
lansuege specific lexical {teis.

What, then, is the al’ rrative to the Fillpore cese
rraapar? Cleavly, the cancept of casz is a reveslins one If
it 18 received in a Aiffercat perapestive. CJince individual
case relationships are definec semanf.ically, it might de rore
reveallog, if rot pore appropriate, to view then ar syntacti
cally relevant semantic relationships which exist .iot between
nouns and verbe, which sre syntactic categories, but between
objects or thiagl or piaces and actiono or estates, which are
semantic catorories. 7This alternative vould jnvolve, then, a
finite g2% of sepmantic case relati-ships realited vithin
sentences In varicus syniactic forms. The context of these
relations’ips would be rov not a syntacti: phrase structure

compornier,t thich generetes syntactic deep strustures but a

73
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gsenantic phrase structure corponent, conteining oply semantic
terms snd categories, vhich generates Jogical seuantic struc-
turcz reflecting the cognitive structure of linguistic percep-
tion, the rnative speeker's irtultion of sezantic foru and
content., A well formed deep structure would, then, constitute
a cognitive lingulstic cvent as opposed to a sentcnce which

is & physicel lingulestic event.3h

!l
““This distinstion 18 crucial since the A{ffercnce between

some arbitrary sentence such as "Est!™ and the underlyinn
wental reality vhich contains the agent and object anmong other
things must be recognized and accounted for {f a grammar of
semantica, of iinpiistic thought, is tc be descriptively
adequate.

Since the d¢ep structure would inherently provide caly
senantic {nformation, toth i-tra-sentential aid intra-lexical,
and slice the ultimate form of sertences ia dependent on
syntactic rules, & grammar of semantics would have to in:lule
a set Zf rules vhich would label semantic Geep structures vith
syntectic terms to permit the operation »f syntactic trensforma-
tions.

wvhile syntactic generative grarmare have naver proviced

a xthod for senterce analynis.35 ihe very fact that case

Brorentaun 414 provide a structural vest for YP: "What
X ts ¥P."
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relatfionships are defined semantically means that they can be
used in sentence analysis. It would be additfonally dxsirable
if a grammar of semantics could provide some method vhereby
orie could proceed from santence to deep structure instead of
exclusively from deep structure to sentence.

This discussion began from the point of viev of language
materials for children and evolved i{nto a discussion of the
relative merits of graymars and the possibility of s better
grampar, Unfortunately, the history of gremmatical theories
shows that linguists are often concerned only with a highly
vestricted ar?® sometires artificial segment of the language:
that set of banal sentences identified by the pari cular
{dlcesyncrocies of & grarmar. If a grammar cannot bdbe concelved
in & paaner vidch narmits it to deal with real sentences,
sentences found i{n student composition and poetry, it is
probadly worth very little, ¢f any, study dy chiliren. If a
nev greazmar of meaning is t~ be evolved jt nmust bLe sublected
to the ris~rous test of a wiae range of language phenonmens,
from poetry to student conmposition. If it fails to ieveal
anything about thewe forms of lenguage, {t {s protadbly no
Letter ‘nan an acadenic exercise.

Purthertore, the vay in vhich a description of language
{ntanued ultimately for children {s presented wili dbe of
perhaps equal imp-rtance to its "content.” It {s not on’

because, ac Chousky says, ve 1no’ 3o little about language

75
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that any accourt of {t should not be opresented as a closed
systen {n e nechenical way, rather, it {s because learning is
rost effective an?' rost reverding vhen {t occurs through
principled investigetion. oreover, the linpuiatic date and
conclusions adbout that dsta reside &8 unatteaded intuitiens
within the language investi,stor and his co-investigators,
whether students or lirguists. The native speaser, by defini-
tion, possesses a greet:r knowledge of his language intuitively
tha., sns lingulst can ever describe explicitly. 'Therefore,
the zcal cf langusge study must Le to make those intuitions
explicit by reans of prineipled inquiry tased on careful
introspection. The approach of this naper, then, 'ill) ULe
{aquiry-oriented =nd wiil bear some resemblence to ordinary
language philosophy, with one {mportant difference. Its9
development will be systeratic: It wildl develor an) test
linguistic concepts which are formaily consistent, beginning
only with the assumption that "case” provides a potentially
revealing concept with vhich to initiate semantic analysis.
Just as sclence is the formulating, testing, and rejecting
of theories, »0 this investipation of langusge will be the
forulating, testing, and rejecting of hypotheses adbout the
rature of meaning in Frnglieh. Tcntativeness rather than
certainty will be i{ts characterfetic att@tude. Chapter 11

developr an extensive though not exhaustive cese syesten

O
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throus!. an examinati{on of various types of sententes and
{llustrates its application to prose sentences. Chapter III
develops a component of a gre=mar designed to incorporate case
relationsi*ips into a description of semantic deep structures
nnd & teries of procedures for snalyzing surfsce sentences
into de¢p semantic structurea; it illustrates this cceoponent
and the spplication of thease procedures to a sample of the
prose sentences used a2 {llustrations snd data in Chapter II.
Chapter IV illustrates the application ot the methodological
results of Chapters Il and IIJ to the critical reading of
poetry. Chapters V shates certain possidle future arcas of
study vhich are necessary for a fuller validation »f the

{dens ip this pajer.

[: i%:‘ 77
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11 caspl

A& covert linguistic c¢lass...is then vhat I call
a CRYPTOTYPE. It {s a submerged, subtle, and
elusive neaning, corresponding to no actual vord,
yet showm by linguistic ana!ysés to be function -
ally loprortant in the grammar.

Let us take a simple verb like phatter and observe how
it behaves in eentences:
{1) The window shattered
{2} Juhn ahattered the window with a rock
{3) A rock shattered the window
Each of theie sentences has a different topical subject. In
(1) shatter is intransitive since it is not folloved by a
noun phrase. In (2) and (3) shatter !s transitive eince it
{3 followed by the noun phrase "the window.” 1In addltﬁon}
{2) contains an instrumental prepositional phresc "with a
rock,” which could not sppear {n (3).
Netive speakers know that each of thess sentences could

refar to the ssme ovent. They also know that the sentence

1Most. of the principles and procedures in this chapter
vere derived fro- Charies J. Tillmore's "The Case for Cose,"
pirticularly the concept of 'case rclation' and the topic of
'{nalienabla possessfon.' PFor a complute 1ist of Fillmore's
other vorks vhich contributed to thic :hapter, tee Wibliopraphy.

2'_‘en,!m1n Whorf. language, Thoght, end Reality
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{) A root shattered
could not refer to the sene evebt as (1)-(3}. 1. (1)-(3)
the vindow chanzed into fragrments; while in (4) che rock
changed into fragments. ‘‘oreover. the vords

(S) *Jonn whatterca
are not a sentence {n any literal vay if "John'" rc¢lers to a
hupan being because an understanding of ths verb ghatter
includes the requirement that any odject being ghattered must
be btrittle. A rubber eraser, for exanple. canncot te
shatterea.

Cne conclusion ve can dra'r g that there is not a single
verb shatter, but rather three verbs, one of which is intran-
aitive and co-occurs with drittle topics: another which i
transitive and co-occurs with human topics, brittle object:,
and an inrtrumentsl prepositional phrase; eand the laat whiclh
i8 transitive and co-occurs with non-human topics and britvle
objJects, but without an instrunental prepositional phrase.
(Sentences 1ixe"MA rock shattered the window with & hiamer"
are unacceptable.)

However, such a claims 18 based only on the observation

that shatter appears in sentences containing differen® words

{n different order, for exanple, {1}-{3). It does not accouat
for the fact that the relationship between "shattercd” and

"the *sindov" {8 understood in the same vay in each aentence,

30

S



dor doez it account for our carlier observation that each of
thesec eentences could refer te the pame event. In effect,

the meaning of shatter is the ssmz in eacn of these sentences.
It 18 elso true that the relationzhip of “the cock" to "shat-
tered" in sentence (2) 18 “he same as that in seatence [3).
Soreone carn thrcv a reck geo thav the window shatters; hut &
rock cannot behave in the way John behaves in ordes to produce
the shattered windovw: some agent hsa to be present in the
understanding of (3) since rocks dc ret have tue capscity to
iaitiate actiorn.

Th> glternstive conclusion {3 that shatter 1is a single
verh for which a set of rules determines {t3 potsivle co-occure
rents. However, this conclusion dnes nol sccount for the
understanding of certain sentences in wvhich parts thay sre
essential to their interpretation Jo nct s-m~ear. Por examnle,
there are seriences such ss the passive and the jmperative ia
which such essential elemints do not eppear, a2 in {7} end (0):

{6} The door wes cpened bty some(ne
(7) The door ves openad
(86) You go to bed nov
{9) Go to bed row
“Me deletion of "by someone™ {n (7) would parajlel the deletion
of the instruental phrase of (10) in {(11),
{10) John shattered the windov with scoething
(11) John shattered the window

O
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However, ve have indicated that many pairs.or sets of related
sentences differ in vord order ae well as in the pre.ence or
abaence of constituents. Nevertheless, our account must be
based on the vay sentences uare understcod rather than on super-
ficial constituent order. Let us, therefore, develor a
descripticn of shatter in terms of the Jaformation we have
about its meaning and the requirements impoeed by that meaning
on {ts co-occurrents.

Shatter isust appear with an obJect undargoing the change

referred to by the verb. (We can use the tern OBJECT3 to refer

We will use unper case letters to desimiete case terrs.

to that vhich undergues the change referred to by shatter.)
Therea mus! also be soxme person who exerts force to produce the
result, ttough this perason does not have to appear in the
sentence. We ahall weru this person AGENT. Sore object must
be used b’ the AGENT to bring ebout the action. This object

vi1l be called INSTRRENT. The INSTRUET nppears optionslly®

An eccount of the rules which determine vhen and vhere
IHSTRUMEN carn sppear vill not be presented at this tipe.

a3 either a noun phrase topic, (3) (A rock suattered the

vindov), or a prepositional phrile, (2) {John shattored the

8>
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vwindow with a vock).

Since both AGINT and JTUSTRUMEYY are optional co-cccurrents
and ONJECT {3 ob.iratory, ve can stute these requirepents of
ghacter in the followving fashion:

shatter : (AGENT) (INSTRUZNT) CBJECT
Because upnder certain conditions any of these elements nay

beore the toplicel subject of some gsentence, their relative

order in this notation is superficielly unimportant..5 The

>Chapter I1I tayes up the provler of semantic etructure which
cax2s the orderire of semantic entities i:portant at a non-
superficisl level.

perenthesis, ( ). indicate or:ionality.

Some sentences containing the verdb shatter do not seen
to {nclude even an implicit ACEIT. For exemple:

(12) The earthquake shattered the window

"Carthquuie"” winat qualify as an INZTRUNLT though to do so
it wvould have to be understood as being used by vormeone to
sarry out the actfon. ature i & possibility alttough {t
might be nore accurate to distinguish natural phenomena froo
animate Mings like "John" by giving them a distinct designa-
tion. That such natural occurrences are different fron animate
beings {8 clear enough, yet thetiy morpholopicel and senantic
composition provides additional evidence »xaich it mey be useful

to recognize. Thelr lexical forn is often that of an Initiel
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noninal morphere, & noun which refers to sowe object, followed
b¥ a verbsl morpheme, a varb waich refery to some activity:

vaterspout, earthquake, rainstorz, waterfell, snovshower. On

the other hand, like AGEWT, these phenomnena 4o scem to have
their own capacity to exert power, We can copilure both the
similerity anc the differcnce by introducing tae tern AGLNCY.
Henceforth, AGENT will refer to animate Yeings initiating
action (exerting force or pover) and AGEUCY will refer to
ev>nts in ne’ .-e, r.-ural phenowena, initiating action
(exerting force or power). A logicel juestion {s whether

both AGENT snd AGLITY can appear in & single sentence.’ There

6This question aprlies to sirmple sentences since vwe
night readily produce the comnlex sentence: 'John uroke orly a
fev of the windows in the old house before the earthuake
shattered most of then.'t

are o sentenves in English like {13):
{13) ¥Johs and the earthquake shauvtered t*. window
Can AGEXCT occur with INSTRUTUT in a sentence? ‘There are no

sentences in Tuglish like {14) either.

(14) ®ihe carthquake shettered the vindoﬁ with a rock
Thus it appears as if ghatter co-occurs with sither an cptional
AGENT and INSTRUIZNT or an optional AGENCY. Therefore. in

sentence (1) (The vindow shattered), the iritistor ls

84
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axbiguously AGENT or ACENCY (though a context such as & story
about & hurricane cr a story about boys who vere throwing
rocks would determine the correct interpretation).

The asmantic facts wc now heve about shatter can be

furmulated in the following uanner:

(acmr) ( INSTRUMENT)
shatter : OBJECT
{AGEuCY)

In thiz notation the wvavy brackets indicate an either-or
relationship between AGENT-INSTRUMENT on the top line and
{AGERCY on the bottom line: efther there can be an cptionel
AGE{T, INSTRWENT or an optional AGENCY. These clternatives
are iliustrated oy the following sentences:

(15) The vase shattered OBJTCT

(1€) John shattered the vase AGENT OBJECY

(17) John shattered the vuse vith a stone AGENT
OBJECT INSTR'L{ENT

(18) A stone shattered tne vase INSTRUIMFHT OBJECT
i (19) The stcrm shattered the vase AGENCY OBJECT

We can nov define the terus ve nave used to characteriie
t the verd shatter:

AGENT: All ANIATE BEING VMO EXERTS THE FORCE OR POWE.l REFERRED
i ‘00 BY THE "TREB

AGENCY: AN EVENT VKICH EXFRTS THE FPORCL OR POER REFTRRED TO
‘ BY THE /ERB

INSTRU.ENT: AH OBJECT USKFD BY OME AGKIT IN ITS EXERTION OF
FORCE OR PONFR REFERRED TV BY THE VIRB
&5
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ORJECT: A ODJFO™ WHICH_ UNDERCUFS A CHANCT OF STATF RTFFRRFD
0 DY THE VFRB'

-——— - - —

7'l’he obvious probler arising cut of th= Qefinitfons that
a verb may refeor both to a chanpe of state underecne hy the
OSJECT and to the force or power exerted hy AGF'T or AGLUCY
vill be deait '7ith later. For purposes of introductory
simplification, this discussion has been avoided.

ilov let ur test the usefulness of our terms by exarin.

ing the =% gtrike whicl differs {n sope Interesting ways
fror the verd shatter. Sirike occuvs in sentences raraliel
to (2} and (3}, vhich contuin shatter:

{20) John struck the window “ith a rock

(21} A roch struck tire “indov
In addition, trere are scntences containinz AGTICY as the
sublect of strike:

(22) 7Twe torrado struck the ‘om
Eowever, it does not appear ir an {ntransitive parallel to
{1): trere is no such sentence as (23):

(i) The vindov shattered

(23) *™e windew stiuck
I~ short, strike co occurs vith the same types of sudject as
shatter, that is, AOE®T or AGFRCY, but it does rot appear slrce
with {ts ORIICT.

Yhat seans to de the semantic difference betwsen stri'e

and shatter “esides that of possible co-vccurrentst There
NJ
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sre gentences like

{2k} Johr struck the ¥indow with a rock but it
didr.'t brsax

but not like

(25) 43chn shattered the windowv with a rock but it
didn't break

The reason seems t¢ be thut sirike is a surface contact
verd, which does not entail any change of state, vhile chatter
is a change-of-state verb. Thus, the oddity of (25) resides
in the "but" cleuse's negetion of the change of state referred
to by the verd “'shattercd.” A further difference is revealed
by the following:

(26) John struck the vindow causing it to shatter

(27) ®John shattered the vindov causing it to
strike

The acceptadbility o” (26) and the unacceptability of (27)
suggest thal shiatter may refer both vo some action perforzed
by an ACENT and to a change of state undergone by an OBJFCT,
vhile gtrike refers solely to an AGENTive action. How, then,
can ve designate the different relationship whih shatter
has to iss OBJECT from that which strike has to its OBJECT?
Secondly, nov can we describve the two-part character of
shatter?

Perhaps the term OBJECT does not reveal distinctions
betveen different types of verb objects. One type undcrgoes
a change vhile another has its aurface contacted, Yet "the
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vindci" of (26) 15 not different from "the window" of (27).
What is diffcrent is the verd and the relationship it holds to
"the wirdovw." Tius, it 1s not CBJECT types we want to describe
but verb-OEJECT relationships. e can term the relationship
vetween "struck" and "the vindovw" in (26) CONTACTIVZ. If we
vere able to factor the AGENTiveness out of shatter, ve night
describe the reiationzhip between the verbal remainder and

“the window" of (27) as REACTIVE since the change of state is
s reaction to the AGINTive action by "Johrn." Bu:i we must
determiine the nature of the AGXiUTive action in order to do an.
Sentence {20) may provide a tentative answer since the pre-
sence of the oro verdb "cause" has allowtd tie apvearance of

the unit "it to shatter." This unit seems to capture Jjust

that chance of state meaning which we need to factor out.

let us nypcthesize the verbal elemeny CAUSE as the interwediary
betveen "Jonr" and "the windov." Nr.w there are t+o features
which distinguish ghatter from strike. \le can formulate the

—— - —

following desstipticn:

}f {AGENT) (INSTauaxur)q‘
shatter: A

er CAUSF, REACTIVE
' L (AGENCY) 5
(AGENT) (INSTRUMENT) |\
strike: CONTACTIVE
(AGENCY)
88
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Yhile this description appears tn account for all ve have
discovered about these verba, the fact that CCYTACTIVE i3 pre-
ceded by entirely optional) eliucats indicates that it can
app.ar alone with the verb, but {t cannot. W¥e must alter cur
notation to shov that either AGE!IT and/or INSTRUMENT must

appear or that AGENCY must appear.8 e shall use iinkin~

BIt should be npotel that our observatisns about the
relational nature of sur terms have not deen refiected in any
corresnondins chance in notation. When ve say that, for exarple,
ACE!'T must appeu:r, ve mean some noun vwhich {s AGFFTively
related to a "rerd. Por reasons of simplinity, bhovever, we
shal)l cecntin . to use tre same terminology.

parentheses tu shov that either AGENT or INSTRUMERT or both
nay appear, and, by resoving the parentheses around AGENCY,
we can shos that AGENCY must appear if neitter ANFIP ror
INSTRUIEEMT {s present. The revimed notation, then 1{s a3
follows:
(AGFNT } INSTRUENT)
strike: COTACTIVE
AGTACY

This notation accounts for the sentences:

(28) John struck the wvall AGFIIT CONTACTIVE

{29) John struck the vall with his fist AGENT
COPTACTIVZ INSTRUM™IT

(30) John's fist struck the vall ISTRMPIT
CONTACTIVE

&9




(31) The storn struck the villa:e AGLNCY CONTACTIVi
Our acvcount of siatter vill produce certain sentences

which do not contain the word ceuse though, as ve noted, they
vill contain its meaning. This fact suggests that shatter
is--in those sentences contsinin~ AGZT, INSTRUTLIT, or
AGEICY--CAUSATIVE I.JCORPORATING, that {3, causation is incor-
porated into the meanineg of the verdb. Since the cleasnt "aUZE
is rot present i{r thkose sentences vhere the ITACYIV] appears
alone, we should alter our notational description in the
follovwing® way:

(AGENT)  (JUSTRUME.T) 1
‘ CHUSE * } RFACTIVE

v

shatter :

L AGEUCY
llow ve have accounted for the fact tl.at CAUSE is a necessary
elenent whenever AGEUT, INSTRUIENT, or AGLYCY 1s chosen. The
rarentheses arourd the wavy brackets indicetes that all ele--

ments within are optionel. 10w the illustrative sentcnces are:

{32) John caused the vindow tv shatter AGTIT CAUSF:
unincornorated REACTTVE

{33) The rock ceused the vindov to shatter INSTRU-
EIT CAUSE: unincorporated RFACTIVE

{34) John caused the windov to shatter by hitting
it vith a rock AGENT CAUSE: unincorporated
REACTIVE COUTACTIVE ILSTRUMEUT

(35) A tornado caused the windov to shatter
AGENCY CAUSE. uninzorporated RFACTIVL

(36) John shattered the windov ACINT CAUSE:
incorporated REACTIVZ

90
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(37) ‘the rock shattered the vindov INSTRUMENT CAUBE:
incorporated REACTIVL

(38) John shattered the window with a rock AGENT
CAUSE: f{rcorrorated REACTIVE INSTRU.ENT

{(39) Tie storm shattered the windov AGENCY CAUSE:
incorporated REACTIVE

(LO) The wvindov shattered REACTIV:

The discoveries ve have made to this point can be stated
briefly. By exanining the behavior of strike end shatter, ve
found that the OBJECT, "windo~," was CO{TACTIVE when {t
occurred with strike, but REACTIVL when it occurred with
shatter. "Windovw" is not inherently ore or the other. Con-
versely, the terma OONTACTIVE and REACTIVI do not refer to
self-contained parts of the meaning of a verd though they
are indicated bty the nature of that neaning. These terns
are essentially relational in their function: they describe
the relatfonship between some activity and some odbject, or,
in the cesc of AGENCY, between some event and fome other
even.. It fs true that particular verbs are limited to speci-
fic relationships in vhich they can occur. <“hus, verds pro-
vide cruciel information for our analysis.

The analytical procedure we have used invnlves asiing
a agumber of questions abtout the verdb and the sententes in
vhich it nay acceptably appear. Sonr of these questions can

be stated in the folloving vay:
91
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a. Where is the action taking place? VWithin the OBJECT
or betuveen ine OWBJECT end sonething else? (ghatter:
action within the ORIECT, strike: aciion tetween the
OBJECT and sorething else)

. 1Is the &stion specified by the verb done uy or to
sonetulng referred to in the sentencet?

¢. Is there an understcod or specified AGENT? INSTRU-
ATITTT  ACGLICY?

d. Jat happens to the JBJECT as & result of the action?
e. Can the OBJECT appear alone with the verL? Can the
AGENT or INSTRUMENT appear alone with the verb?
what arc the possible combinations?

\le concluded that ahatter and strike tave different mean-

ings and different behavicrs though we never demonstrated

wire than a coincidental connection betwveen tnelr recpective
meanings and behavlors. Since "shattering" is an action which
occurs within {ts OBJECT and {5 causecd by the prior action

of some AGENT or AGENCY, {t should not be too surprising that
such an internal action could appear alone in a sentence,
standing as an independent resultant eveat, as in (40} (The
window shattered). On the other hand, an actien vhich occurs
betweer. objects or things or persuns night be expected to
require both nouns to sppenr i{n the sentence which refers to
ft. The verd strike corresponds exactly to thesc latter
expectations, Further, though it may be pressture, we could
hypothesize that indejendent actions, for example, inteinal
actions, cauld appear slone as evceptable senterces: while

connective actions would require the appearance of each elenent
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of the connection, as surface contact verbs require the presence
of contactor and contacted.

Finally, ithe following are the terms and their defianitions
used in the snalysis and description of shatter and_stirike:

AGENT: AN ANIMATE BEIBG WHO INITIATES AR ACTION (TXERTS FORCT
OR POVIZR) REFERRED TU BY THE VZIRB

AGENCY: AY EVENT WHICH INITIATES AN ACTION (EXFRTS FORCE OR
POVER) REFERRED TO BY THY VERB

INSTRUMENT: AN OBJECT USED BY SOME AGERT IN ITS EXERTIOX OF
FORCE OR POWER® REFERRED TC BY THE VERD

CONTACTIVE: AN OBJECT WHOSE SURFACE IS COHTACTED BY ANOTHER
OBJECT IN THE ACTION REFERRID TO LY THE VERB

REACTIVE: Ali ORJECT WHICH UNLERGOES A CHANGE OF STATE
REFERRED 70 BY THE VEDB

Shatter and strike, as members of a particular class of
physical action verbs, have distinctive ¢rarmatical and
secantic characteristics. COther classes of verbs have their
own cliaracteristics. For example, surprise has features
representative of emotional. response verbs. There are such
sentences 4s:

(L1) Holmes surprised the criminal

(42) Tne criminal ‘ras surprised
but not

(43) *Holmes surprised
If ve ask the questions forrulated earlier, we discover first
that the action rcferred to by surprise {s actually in the

OBJECT. in this case "the criminal.”™ There is, to de sure,
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4ction v the nart of "Holrmes." Hcwever, most §mportant is
vheliier :he action done by "Holves” or the ection withinthe
criminal” is thet which s expilcitly referred tc by the verd
surprise. Ve noted that the AGENT of the verdb ghatter
obviousls hdi to do sonntidng to reise the change of stale in
the REACTIVL object, and that it was precisely this change in
the RCACTIVE which {s referised tc by the verdt. _oes surprise,
to reeson LY anrlory, refer to a change of state within the
cltject a5 upposed to some action between the odbject mnd some-.
thing else? The answer maY beconc clear if vwe exarnine &
senteuce likxe {bU):

(4%) Holrmes surprised the crininal by appearin-
from nowhere

that Holres is actuslly doing I8 aprearing frou rovhere rather
than acting on the criminal {n & way parallel to the action
referred to in the follovin-,
(45} Holrmes struck the crininal

Surpri-t is perlaps ost accurstely tesmed the state prodiced
#ithirn the object by the AGEYT: th~ object changes fro-~ 1
corditior. of non surprise t~ surprise. "he object's releticn-
ghip to “he verd, then, could Le called RFACTIVE.

We myst, hovever, deal with tw> probleps of this arelysis.
First, surprise does nct tchave in exactly the sare way i3
shatter, fcr there Is the scntence:

(; N
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(46) The windey shattered
but not:

(L7) *The criminal svrprised
thouih there is the sentence:

(LA} The criminal becane surprised.
Second, the change of state indicated by verbs like shatter is
inorgeric, while that indicated by surprise is organic. This
observation corres.onds to the kncwledge that only concrete
oblects can shatter, and that only animals and people can come
to Le {n a state of surprise. In sddition, concrete inanimate
objects car undergo only phyeical changes, vhile animate duings
can “"respond™ to external stimulation in organic--non-physical,
cognitive and emotional--vays. Animate beings ectively enter
invo their environsent, even produce their own environment in
the forc of thoughts and ideas, and vespond to that environ-
went in many weys,

A terr: is needed which captures both the sinmilerities
and differences between an inanimate "thing" and en anizate
beins vhen they undergo a change of state. Such a term for the
latter i3 RESPONSIVE,

RESPONSIVE: AN ANIMATE BEING wil’l! UND"RIOES A CHANGE OF
STAT™ REFERRED TO BY Ti{E VERB

KEACTIVE: A IXANDWTC ORJECT WHAICH UNDZRGONS A CHANGT OF
STATE RFFENRED TO BY THE VERB

We have suggested by implication that verbts ¢f emotionsl
response are all identical insofar as they cu-occur vith the
ERIC as
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sare kind of OBJECT. This claim is supported by the fact that
there are no sentences iun wiich the verb of emotionul respense
can co-cecur vwith fnenimate or abstract OBJICTs. For exanmple,
there arc no sentences such as:

(49) “The gorillas surprised the stone

(30) “Henry surprised the “ree

(S1) “The vicious dog surprised the best {dea I
had in Yecars

Thegse examples support the rationa) knowledse of the meaning
of surprise: there can be no enotional change of state within
en objJect that cannot experience emotions.

As we right expect, emotional-response verbs co-cccur
with INSTRURL ITs. For exanple:

(52) The old man surprised the townspeople
vitii nis threats

{53) The Lomb surprised the airline stevardens
They also appear in sentences containing AGENCY, as the
folloving exeaples demonastrate:

{S4) Jonhn's ferily was surprigsed by the hurricane

(55} Herry was surprised by the early sno.fall

Since there are sentences like {L2) (The cricinal vas

surprised) and (L8) {The criminal becaxe surprisel) and since
"becoming surprised™ is an {nternal event likc "shattering,"
ve must conclude thet the role of ACFMT (or AGEWNCY) is a
causal sue. The elenent CAUSE will, then, be included in

the description of the verdb surprise.

g6
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(AGHNT § INSTRUMENT) 1
5E£prise: {~ g

CAUSE RESFONSIVL
AGERCY

Hotice once again that the linked parentheses between AGENT and
INSTRUMERT ori the top line and the lack of parentheses around
AGENCY on the buttots line indicate the following: AGENCY ney
appesr; if it does not then either ACENT or INSTRUMENT nust
appear though both may appear. These constraints rievent the
occurrence of suth non-sentences a8 {47} ("he criminal
surprised). Appropriately, (42} (The crininal vas surprised)
vill be accounted for in this way: either the sentence is a
passive construction, in which case it i3 derived fros "X
gurprised the crininai” vhere "X" is an unspecified AGENT or
IHSTRUMERT or AGBNCY vhiech 18 deleted after the nassive
transforration; or the sentence fe atative, in vhich case
Psurpriscd” is simply a stative adjective indiceting the
enotional state of “the cr/ipinal™ at sowe time in the past,
Again, in ithe latter case, the indefinite underlying "X"--
AGENT, IKSTRUMEITT, or AJEHCY--has been deleted {n the proccss
of sentence forwation. Surprise is, like shetter, "causative
incorporating” and, thus, "wvas surprised,” under thzc passiva
interpratation of {42), incorporates a causal meaning, vhile
the stative neaning does not.

The sentences vhich ocur description will account for

37
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are {llustrated as follovs:9

91& should be noted that nany of the gdentcnces presented with

CAUSE: unincorporated ure unutterable, a fact wvhich indécates
that incorporation of CAUSE is cblipatory. However, such
unutteradble paraphrases are revealing and semantically well..
forned, though untransforr~d, units. Therefore, vwe can accent
them for explanetory purposes,

(56) The old man surprised mne AGENT CAUSE:
inicorporated RESPONSIVE

(57} The bomd surprised me IiSTRUIGNT CAUSE:
inccrporated RESPONSIVE

(58} The storm surprised me AGELCY CAUSE: incor-
porated RESPONSIVE

(59) I am surprised RESPONSIVE

(60) The old man ceused me to become surprised
AGENT CAUSZ: unincurporated RESPONSIVE

(61) The old zman caused me to beoowe surprised
vith his threats AGEJT CAUSE: uaiacor-
porated RESFONSIVE INSTRUME!T

{62) The 014 man's threats caused me to become
surpriséd INOTRUMENT CAUSE: unincor-
porated RESPONSIVL

{63) The whirlpool caused me to become surprised
AGEHCY CAUSE: unincorporated RESPCONSIVE

¥e row tek™ un a quite 4ifferent type of verh which {a
cxerplified in the follewinr sentences:
(64) 1ty father bullt our house
(¢S) Picasso painted excellent vorks

{(¢C) Marry just rade a revw model airplane

A

iy




\hete is the action of "buildinz,” "peinting" and "meking"
taking placet 1Ig it in the object or butween the object and
the ACENT? We can say AGLI'T, at least temporarily, aince it
appears that "futher,” “Plcasso” and "Harry" are exerting
force or power in tneir respective activities. What happens
to the obJject ar a8 result of ithe action? <ach {5 brought into
existence as a result of the action. There i8 no house before
£t {s built, though the material and plans may exist; there
are no works before they are painted, thouzh the paints and
idea in tl.e mind of the painter may be present. and, finally,
there 1s no nodel airplane b .fore it is made, though the
plecee, directions and picture of a finished model are perhaps
all present.

These "creative" verbs are quite unlike shatter, vhich
requires that the otj2ct be present belore the actinn. One
syntactic fact is that sentences contuining "creative" verbs
cannot be the enswver to du to questions, which require an
existing obJect:lO

(6G7) “mat 4did your father do to the house?

10. lnore, "The Case for Case,” p. G.

i{s not ansveradle LYy {(64). Thus, the house 18 not RFACTIVE.

1t {8 not reactins to & prior action, but is the result of {t.
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Such non-sentences as:

(G8) *My father built

(59) *Harry made
or:

("9) *The house built

(7i) %A nev nmodcl eirplane made
show that, in this case, co--occurrence requirerments are, then,
like the requirements of meaning: there is no object without
its creation, there is no creation without a crestor--AGENT
and resultsnt object are inseparable. The term RESULTATIVE
captures the “creative™ relationship of the object to the
verb.

AESULTATIVE: AN OBJECT BROUGHT INTO EXISTENCE BY THE ACTION
REFETRED TQ TY THE VERE

Can a "crestive" verd co-occur vith an INSTRUIEFT or
AGENCY? Tue ansver ought to depend on the fact that ve know
that people use tools or :nstruments to create oblects and
that, wvhile we usually think that creative actions involve
thought or will, it is nct impossible for them to be quite
accidental, a natural requirement for tloughtless, purpose-
less AGENCY. Let us examine, in this light, the following
sentences.

(72) 7se storm made beautiful figures in the sky

(73) A} of the rock sculptures in Grand Canyon
vere crested by the vind and rain

(74) :'atisse painted vith odd shaped brushes
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'75) This building was built wvith concrete forma
What, cn the other hand, ia wrong with gentences like these!?

(76) "Cemel hair brushes painted this portrait

(77) *Creen ink printed thia cartoon

{78) “Bulsa wood made wiis model heljcopter
Apparently the creative act is so dependent on tle force or
pover of an AGENT cv AGENCY that an INSTRUI'EHT ~cannot appear
in euch & sentence without any AGE.T or AGE'CY signal, thoush
an unspeciried AGEST or ACENCY (someone or somethin~) may be
deleted in the passive:

(79) This portrai* vas painted with carel hair
brushes

(80) Tris cartoon vas vrinted with preen inx
(81) This model helicopter vas made with Balsa wood
liow we can specify the environments of verbs like gzgggg,
paiat, and pmexe in this vay:

(’ AGENT {INSTRUENT) )

create: RESULTATIVE

L AGENCY

~

This notation nesns that either ACF.'T or ACGENCY xzust be pre-
reat snd that IISTRULE'T may he present optionally {f AGTTT
aprears. "Be present” does not mean that the lerical iten in
thet particuler relation has t0 appear in the sentence
directly, as we saw above in the case of the passive; rather

{*. reans that the ides must bLe present {n the ={nd of the
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interprcter as he nperceives the full neaning of the sentenco.
The follovin- pentences fllustrate the possible case
eavironnents {n waich the verd create may apDear:

(32) Karl creates beautiful paintines AGENT
RESULTAY IV

(€3) larl creates beautiful paintincs with nev
oile AGEIT RECULTATIVE INSTRUTENT

(8L) The vind creates sculpture {n Grard Canyon
AGENCY RLIULTATIV.

. en We use the verdb paint a3 sn example of a "creative'
verb, ve restrict our attention to only one of its possible
seaninzs. Paint has an additional meening of "rut naint on
X." Therefore, & scutence like "This man naints people” is
anbiguvus: either he create~ portraits of people c¢r he puts
paint on people. Let us refer to the first reaning of patint
as paint, and the second as paint,. In the case of paint,,
the one who is painting is vorhing with some object already in
existence and, a3 a result of this activity, the objece
undergoes a chance. Is this chanze tone sa.e type as that
referred to by verbs lile shatter?

Jotice tic parajhrase ve used for the ﬁeaning of 99!9&3:

“"out paint on A."

Yle have no similar paranarase for shatter,
"-put a shatter on X." Thir suggests that paint,, unlike
shatter, vhicn is fundanentally a verdb, i{s derived from the

fu.darcntal noun paint. Cne consequence of this claim {3 that

tue otJect of paint, hav to be the sanc as the "X" of the

E \l}C jo
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paraphrase neaning, "put paint on X." In addition, it appears
that "X" indicates tue locetion or place where the paint le
put. The most natural term for this type of object relation,
then, would be LOCATIVE.

LOCATIVE: A OBJECT WHICH REFERS TO THE LCCATION UF SO
OTHER OBJTCT

There is 8'1)l the problem of the "OTHER OBJECT" referr=d
to in the definition above, in this case “paint.” Within
the frasework of the relational ternms we hLave developed,
"paint” meets only the requirements of the RLACTIVE; yet the
paint does not undergo & change of statc. What does happen
to it? Someone takes the paint from some conteiner and applies
it perhaps by wmeans of a brush or sprayer, to the people,
LOCATIVE. From this description, it would be mcre accurate
to describe "pa’nt" as a transferred object. Ve shall return
to this observatiou later.

This daiscussion of paintp serves to illustrate several
facts about ziy analysis of langusge. First, vhen we
choose some aspect of language to investipgate, ve must be pre--
pared to accepi the knovledge that only rarely, if at all,
can ve find fsoluted linguietic phenomena. Second, ve rwmust
Ye prepared to deal vith such i{nterrelated phenorcna, in at
least a tentative way, as they occur. This is not to say that
wve have to account for everything. We have, for exanple,

fgnored by choice many topics of investigation, sone of vhich
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ve will pursue later. Hovever, had it seemed appropriete to
take up any of these during the course of our proceedings, we
would have bean ready, if not conpletely alLle, to do so. One
further example vill {. .ustrate this roint. Paint , "to create
an aesthetic object," might more accurately be said to mean:
"to create an mestietic object witk paint." Like paint,,
paint, is derived, though in a different wxy. gggggi is derived
fron the furdamentel noun paint as INSTRUMENT {n coabination

with the action of crecating. Obviously, to "paint " people

1
i3 not to create them using paint, but is to create a represen-
tation of people, where people are directly or indirectly
models--clearly a nuch more complicated {dea than simple object
production. From this surles of observations we can See that
it would regquire a distractingly lenathy dipression to fully
account for the meaning of 23}5&4.

The reverse process of croating {3 destroying and the

folloving sentences illustrate this xind of action:

{85} The Chicago fire burned up thousands of
hones

(€0} The old Hanson 3uilding was torn dovn by
the Smith Yrecking Corpany

(07) The bomd drojped on Kiroshima destroyed
thousands of buildince

(28) ~he old ran exteiminated the roaches in his
basement

(33) The high seas created by the hurricane
demolished the vier
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In cach event referred to by these sentences the objecta
vere removed from existence by the action.

We could object to this observation on the following
basis. Let us suppose that after the hurricane referrec to
in (09} we were to go to the beach, to the pier's location.
Th*re in the sand ure some pleces of board, a piling or tvo
standing in the water with a part of the oler attached to
them- We say, pointins to the pilings and board, "This pier
vill have to be rebuilt." Frown our use of ''this pier' we
can clain that the pler is net non-existent, bhut (s rather
sioply in a useless condition, in pleces.

However, the use of the verd rebuilt suggests that we
have :aid something contradictory. We did not say "repaired,”
for that would indicate that the pler still existed, bdut vas
in a less than acceptadle condition, we said "rebuilt":
"ouilt again.” We cannot bulld szomething again if {t still
exists. What happered in our sentence is ambiguous: either
ve inappropriately used the word this instead of the, in which
cnse the total sentence means "The pier which was existing
before the hurricane vill have to be rebullt"; or ve misuscd
the word rebuilt when in fact ve resnt to approrristely use
the vord repaired.

Sentes~ce (89) (The 014 man exterminated the rosches in
his basement) wnight also be uced in ean argwsent against the

claim that destroyed odjects no longer exist. Ve could say
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that the svent referred to Ly this sentence involves something
like the following: tie old pan put out poison, +aich killed
tiie roaches. liov we know that a dead roach still exists,
Tacrefore, tie roache: exterrinated Ly tie old ran 3till exist
and tue clulm is falsifiec.

ch(rtbelcsq, & dead rouach 13 not the wsmre as {L wns when
it vag alive. .oreover, it i4 preciscly the reanine of exter-
aninate that the object which vas livine prior te the action
is rendered ron existent es a living object. /7 linuse carnot
bte externinated for the very reason that it carnot be livine,
If externdzate means to obliterate life, it s only logsical
(and, therefore, scrantically appropriate} that i{ts object te
a living: creature rrior - to tie acticn., T'otice thiat the
following io uruceeptalle:

(7G) ¥Ine old ma: externinated the dead roaches
irn his baserent

If e were to {nvestivate 4 rore general verb MHke ctliternt.,
@e would find {t predicable of houses as well As roaches.
I'nder the circunstances the interpretation woul!l be that the
coucrete cotrjeet Mouse” and the concrcte ohject "roach' wvere
rendaved nen ex.stint. Thus  gxeerrirate ia like vill i

that teth menn "to cnuze life to Yecore non existen:'. wille
obliterate 0 Ille Lottroy anothat Yol nean "to cnuie a

coirrets o ot o Yecune o -existent,
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If we nalie this distinction between verbs which rafer tc

a destruction of lifc and those which refer to a desiruction
of physical objects, hov arc we to account for sentences such
a8:

{(51) The fire burned up hundreds of pcople.
in the face of knowledge that peonle are livins delnrs (as
oprosed to bodies which may or may not be) and that burn up
ceans “to destroy a physical obJec“'? The ansver resides in
the fact that bodies nust exist to support life, while {t {=s
ot necessary that life cxist to support btodies. The meanine
Yody {5 .estroyed it necussarily follows that life perishes.
In the sentence:

{$2) John turncd up in the fire
the zcaning 1o sotething like

{93) Jolhn's body vas destroyed in the fire
vhich entafls the additional weanin:

(9%) John died i{n the fire

Given the distinction between "life-destroyins” and

"object-destroying' verbs, ve nave two alternative ways of
accounting for the d!fierence. First, ve car rosit two
separate terns to descridbe the type of obJect relations waich
can occur with thiese respective “inds of verhs. This proce-

dure in tutn coul'l leard is to consi{der the sinf’arities
17
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between the verd-object relation of verds like kill and that
of verks like surprise. For examplie, we micht examine the
definition of RESPONSIVE to determine whether it would be
applicable to the verb-objJect reletion of kill and otlier verts
of "life-destruction.” 1In fact, dyling or belng kilded is
rectricted to animate beings and docs descridbe a change ¢
state, both parts of the dcfinition of REUSPONSIVE.

RESPONSIVE. Al AJLD-ATE BEINC THAT UJDERGOES A CHANGE or
STATE REFERRED TO BY THI ViRB

We should notice the fact that kill has an alternate
forr-.die---which appears when the object of kill stands alone
without any AGYE.D, INSTU [L'IT, or AGELCY, for exernle, {9h).

This fact surgeste that the unit ''some animate teing died"

is a se=antically independent event just a3 we obrcrved that
the unit "so-c¢ aninate being tecame aurprised” is vemantically
independent.

If ve cliooce L0 term the object of kill and other verbs
of Mif destruction"” WUICHSIVY, tlen v will neced nn
additionel tcro for the objects of verbs uwhich vefar to rhysi-
cal-obJect-destruction. The rrucial differcvnce betlween these
tvo tpper is in the dirension of snimacy, the forcer teing
anipate an! the latter inanimate.  Further, this dipension

is precisely t .« onr which dstinruishes FESPOUSIVY fron

SEACTIVLE.
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REACTIVL: AN INALIATE OBJECT WHICH ULIDERGOES A CHANGE OF
STATF REFIRRED TO BY THE VERB

One airficulty in using REACTIVE to designate the verb-odject
relation peculisr to verbs of “physical-object -destruction”

and RESPONSIVE to degsipgnate that peculiar to verbs of "llfe-
destruction” arises from the conseguent grouping of verta

1ike break and shatter with destroy and obliterate. end gurprise
and startle with rill and externminate. Such a grouping fails

to mark the 7act that thc objects of dreak ard shatter exist

in some state efter the action, whercas the objects of destroy
and obliterate do not. Such an omission does rot make the
analysis incorrect for vwe could claim that this senantic
difference betvween, for cxarple, bresk and destroy is not a
difference betwveen the verb clject relations of Lhese respe
tive verbs, but ravher is & difference between their ceanings
as units independent cf their objects. Ve might say, &z &
result, that breax neaxns partial destruction vhile destroy
neans, simply, destruction.

Alternatively tc designating two separate terms for the
verbs under consideration, ve could posit one terw, such as
DESTROYED OBJECT. vhich would account for the object of a
verb like kill a3 vell a3 one of a verb like destroy. "This
analysis would lead u3 to clain that any Jifference btetveen
ki1l and destroy must reside coopletely vithin the i{ndepenieat

reanings of these respective verbs. The DISTROYED ORJECT

relstion vould be, then, in direct opposition to the
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RLEULTATIVE, but would not make the life-physical object
distinction.

Either account relegates a certaln important distinction
to the respective meanin:;s of tlie verbs. At this point wve
have no clesr basis for naking a choice., 1If we are satiafied

«ith simply categoricing destroy and kill, dic as chaare-of-

state verbs, ve can tentstively accept the frirst analysis. if
not, then perhaps the second one. Both, howvever, are avail-
able snd one way becore more ecceptable as we nequire rorc
knovledfFe about other verds and tneir relationships.

Lixe verbls which refer to creative actions, those refer
rin;, to the reverse nrocess can co-occur *sith elther ASIMT
and. optionully  IISTRU M7 or AG.I'CY. ™yt lst us ¢xamine

the followin, sentcnces:

{¢5) The hurricane destroyed mnany hoies nnd illed
thousands of people

{v2) Pofson kills zany children in the U.%, each
vear

(97) ‘'xtercinators Y411 fnsects roatly with D7
{(26) Toe veterinarisn rad to 11l the rabid Jdo-
(0} Cirarettes Lill rore men thsn woren yearly
In (90) and (97). unlike siviler sentences containin "creative”
verbs . ithe INSTRUUMLNT car appear ith:ut any concomitant
AGEN, signal. ¥We 3ald that thic creative act s reriabs so
SUCh Cotiheched to tie furce or over involved that cur
Q
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lenguare does not permit an {nanimate object vhich is the
INSTRUGENT to eppear without en AGLUUT in a sentence contalning
"creative" verbs. Ve cennot meke such & statement adbou:
verbs of "destruction" just as we could not about cheage-of -
state verbs like shatter and surprise. Apparently, if ve can
use this obvservation as a guide, wve viewv destruction, through
our language, as occurring within the object itself. This
clafr: 13 2t least partly supported by such sentences as

(100} The rabid dog died
vwhich reflects the internal acticn referred to by the verl die.
On the other hand, there are no sentences lihe

(101) *Tue old house destroyed {demolished,
obliterated)

lovever, there {s ths sentence:
(102) The old house burned up

The cade of destroy, obliterate, and demolish may be

like that of surprise, vhich has only tte stative adjective
forn appearing alone vith its ORJECT. ©nglish does have
sentences like

(103) VMenry's bYarn §s destroyed (odliterated,
derolished)

“ils may Le additional cvidence for the RTBPONSIVI, RIACTIVL
aralysis of the OWIECTs of verbs like kill and destroy
res;cctively. Therefore. wve wil] state, but onlv tertatively,

the environ-ent for k{ll, externjinate, and ather verds viich
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refer to the action of destroyin” life as follors:

(AcL ™} IUSTRUENT)
xi11: NSPOISIVY
AGEJCY
which {ndicates with the linked parentheses betuween AGENT
and IUSTRUMEIT that either one or the other must anpear in the

sentence and that both may sppear othernvise, AGENCY s chosen.

Ae could state. then, the conditions for die in this way:
die:. RESPOUSIVE

This notation accounts for the fact that neither AGIWT, IVI1y.
MET, ror ACELCY may appear with die.

Ho'rever, e have noted that die seer.3 closely related to
hill in trat dle Jdeseribes the action of the R:SPONSIVE obJect,
wai{le kill describes the action of the RISPOISIVY object and
the action of the AGENT, LiSTRWENT or AG!!CY. Considerinpy
t.e element CAUSE and tie account developed of shatter and
surprise, we may conclude tiat kill is sinply the CAUSATIVE
LICORPORATINC forr of die: put the other vay, die 15 the non
causal for:, of Fill. If this clafm is true, tae neani{n~ of
v111 ought to ve, in paraphrase forn: "cause X to die.”
where "X" is anfrate. If tiese observations are accurite, ‘e
bave =1saed an {-oortant rcenerilization by stating two

seperate accountc of kill and die. ''e can capture this

1
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generalization in the follovine way$

(AT | THSTRUME)
kill: CAUSE )} RCSPONSIVE
ACEICY

The information inside the wavy brackets now includes CAUSL:
the parentheses around the vavy brackets indicates the option
ality of the raterial within, vhich 1f not present results in
the appearance 4f die in a sentence. Exterminate and el)l other
such verbs takinc a RESPONSIVL object would have the same
specification since die is also thelr alternate non-causal
forr.

The sentences which {llustrate the various poaesibili:ies
are the follovin::

{10k} John killed the fox AGTT CAUSE: {ncorporated
RESPOVSIVY

(105) John ¥illed the fox with his pistol AGIT
CAUSL: incorjorated RESPNUSIVF INSTRUENT

{106) Tue poison killed the fox INSTRU‘ENT CAUSE:
incorporated RZSPOUSIVE

{107) The stora Xillel the fox AGTNCY CAUSE: incor-
porated RFSPONSIVE

(17) John caused the fox to die AGE'T CAUSL: unin-
corporated RIEIPONSIVE

{109) John caused the fox to die by shooting it
with hir pistol AGENT CAUSI: unincor
porated AESPOASIVE IGaTR il

O - — — —

1lye are not analyzing the complex sentential INSTRUMENT
"oy shooting {t vith his pistol™ aince it is not relevaut to
the vresent i{lilustration.
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(110) 1he poison caused the fox to die INSTRUVENT
CAUSE: unincorporated RESPONSIVE

(111) The thunder caused the fox t¢ die {of fyight)
AGEACY CAUSLC: uafncorporated RISPONSIVE

(112) The fox died MESPONSIVE

The enviroarment of the verbs destroy, demolish, obliterate

and others referring to actlons which remove physical objects

from existence will be stated as follcws?

(AGENT § INSTRUMENT)
destroy: CAUSE REACTIVE

AGENCY
“ne illustrative sentences areg

(113) John destroyed the table AGEC T CAUSL:
incorporated RLACTIVT

{11%) Join destroyed the table vith a harmser AGET
CAUGL: incorporated RFACTIVE INSTRNI™IT

{115) .ly harper destroyed this tadble INSTRL:MN
CAUSE: incorporated REACTIVE

(116) The tornado destroyed the house ACENCY CAUSE:
incorporated SEACTIVE

(117} John caused the tadble to be deatroyed AGENT
CAUSE: unincorporated RFACTIVT

(118) John caused the table to be destroyed by
beatine on {t with a herner AGENT CAUSE:
unincorporated REACTIVE INSTRU ENT

{11J) My hamer caused the table to be destroyed
INSTRUMENT CAUSE: unincorporatced
[ACTIVE

{120) Tre table is destroyed RTACTIVE

Hovever, verbs like bur- up are described in tuis vay:

Q 11
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(AGERT) (INSTRUMENT)
burn up: CAUSE Q) RFACTIVE
AGENCY
This notation is the sare a3 that for ghatter and indicates
thet the REACTIVE may appear alone with the verb as an indepen-
dent entity {not simply &5 a state as in the case of destroy)

which refers to an event. The {llustrative sentences are:

{121} Martha burned up the house AGCEMT CAUSE:
incorporated RFACTIVE

(122} Martha burned up the house with gasoline
AGENT CAUSE: incorporated REACTIVE
INSTRUMEIT

(123) The gasoline burned up the hease INSTRU T
CAUSL: incorporated REAUTIVE

{12k) Tne forest fire burned up the house AGEICY
CAUGE: incorporated REACTIVE

(125) “artha caused the houge to burn up AGEUT
CALUSE: uninccrporated RIUACTIVE

(125) Martha caused the house to burn up by using
gasoline AGENT CAUSE: unincorporated
REACTIVE INSTRULNT

{(127) Casoline caused the house to burn up
INSTRWR B.2T CAUSE: unincorvorated
REACTIVE

{128) The forest fire caused the house to burn up
AGENCY CAUSL: unincorporated REACTIVE

{129) The house burned up REACTIVC
Tet us. for convenlence, restate the casc relationships

we have now.
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AGINT: AN ANDLAATE BEING WHO INITIATES AN ACTION (IXLRTS FORCE
OR POVER) REFEPRED TO BY THE VERM

THSTRUIENT: ATl QRJECT USED BY SOME AGENT IN ITS EXERTION OF
FORCL O3 POWER REFERRLD TO BY THT VERB

AGEIICY: Al EVENT WHICH INITIATES Al ACTION (EYFRTS FORCL OR
POVER) RCFERRED TO BY THE VEHB

COUTACTIVE: ANl OBJECT WHOSE SURFACT. IS CCHTACTED WY ANOUHFR
OBJECT IN THF ACYIOU HFFFRRED TO BY TH'. VERD

HFACTIVE: Al IMANIATE OBJECT WHICH WIDERGOFS A CHA'IGY OF
STATE KIFERRED TO BY THE VERB

RESPONSIVE: Ai* AIIMATL BEING THAT UNDERGOES A CHAlIGE OF
STATLC REFERRZD TO BY THE VER3

LOCATIVE: All OBJECT ‘WMICE REFCZRS TO THI LOCATIO! OF SO'‘%
OTHFMR OBJLCT

RESULTATIVE: Al! O3JECT BROUGHT INTO EXISTENCF BY THE ACTIOl
REFERRED TC BY THE VERR

Our ensvers to question o.{page 37), whicih states the
following:

‘there is the action taking place? Within the
OBJECT or lLetween the ORJECT and somethinz elae?

have lcd us to the penecral observation that many, thouch not

nll, verbs which refer to action within sorme o»ject can occur
alone in sentences with only the OBJECT nresent or the OBJECT

+ "pecome™ + the verb. liany of the verba which co-oecur with

the REACTIVE and "ESPONSIVEZ fit this generalization: shatter,

burn_un and break are in the former category, 'f.ile die is in

the latter. Thosc verbs which do not perit the OBJICT to

ariear alone do, nevertieless, forp stative adjectivee, for

11t

111



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

exanple, ''{s surprised” and "is demolished.”" The action
referred to Ly verbs like strike 18 not within the object but
is between tvo objects. These verdbs do not permit etther
sentences of the object-verd form or sentences containing the
verbs as stative adjectives or OBJECT + "become" ¢ the verb.
Thus there is no seatence:

(130) #The little boy is hit
or:

(131) *The little boy becare hit
There are nc sentences like "4The boy is killed" but rather
tiere {s the variant form "The boy {s dead.”

Our ansvers to questions b and ¢ {page 37)

Is the action specified by the verd done by or to
somethine referred Lo in the sentence?

Is there an understood or specified AGENT? INSTRU-
MENT?! AGENCY?

have led us to notice that there are sentences {n vhirh the
ACTI'T or IUSTRUI.NT or AGENCY does not appear even tiough
native speakers intuit {ts presence as a necesgsary ondition
for understendin; the sertence {n vhich it pight l.ave epperred.
Soize of these sentences, gost notably the passive, provide a
signal, the presence of some form of te witi the verb, that

the AGEHT or AGENCY hes teen deleted {n the process of sentence
formatior (though even this, as we nave seen, is not an
unenblguous signak). Others, however, <o tot provide any
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overt signal ntd t:e knowledre that AGILIT or AGENCY exists ls,
tierofore, besed on the knovwicdire of reanine snd rossible
mear ing relationshins of dlfferent verdba and objects.

Gur answers to question d. (pnge 37},

What happen3 to the OBJECT e&s & result of the actiont
have provided us with the insicht into the difference between
verﬁs vhich trina an oblect into existence and verbs which
rensve an oblect frow existence.

We have observed in the difference tetween the NEACTIVE
and the RESPONSIVE a division tetwveen the inaninmate world and
the ani-ats vorld. There are verbs which reofer to actions that
are only rossible with reparl Lo anicate belaps | there are
alsd those actions that are possitle with regard to a physical
objzct. All of the verbrs ve have {nvestirsated 3¢ far have
referred to actions requirine concrete, physfcal obtjects
rat’ er than abstract ones. All have {nvolved sor: type of
ORJECT. Ard all have co-cccurred vith relationc which were
non-corplex--none have co-occurred vith, for exanple, a
cocbiration of RIACTIV. and COJNTACTIVL relations. Ve shall
continue to exvand our relantional ORJECT types alons sicple
lines, usin: uni-relaticnsl verns and sentences tefore turn-
irg to poly-relationnl verhs.

We Lave deult with surface-contact vert sctions, which

indicate no recessary effect on their oblects, and vith

El{lC 11
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change-of-state verdb actions, which indicate sone internal
reaction in their objects. In addition to these tuo classes

there is another which 18 made up of verbs iike cut, 3lice,

scratch, carve, pash, lacerate, scrape, sand the like. These
verbs apnear in 3entences like
{132) .y Lrother cut his foot at the swimming pool
(133) Harry is slicing the cheese for our sandwiches

(13%) The branches acratched py back as I went
under the fence

(135) John's father used his ne/ electric knife to
carve the turkey

[136) .artha's brother scraped hic knee vhile
playing football

{137) <The farrc- gashed his erm on the noaer

(138) & rusty nail punctured -y fool as 1 walred
alons the road

Ir the first place, the objects of the actionns referred
%o by these verbs are not like those of surface-contact verbs
since the objects in the former actlons are altered in these
actions. On the other hand, the actions are not exclusively
vithin the oblects the process of alteration is that bet'reen
tue altering ovlect, AGEXAT or AGENCY, and tl.e altered object.
Cutting does not occur a3 a result of the action of & unifc,
rather it i3 tl.e very action of the knife viilch {3 descrided
by the verb cut. 4 "cut hand" fs the object after the cutting

process has altered {t. Because of these reasons and tecaude
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there are ro senterces in inc/lish such as

(13:) "The Lead cut

(1L0) *7T.e¢ arp rashed

{141} * 7 fool punctureld
it i; clear that the ORJECTs of these verbs are not REACTIVT,
Therefore we will postulate tue now term: AFFLCTTV:.

AFFECTIVE:  THE ORJECT WGiICH IS ALTWIRED BY THYM ACTION RF7ren
™0 BY THE Vil

For all the sentences atove the AFFCCTIVE is immedlatoly
ouvious: "froot," "back," "arr " and sc. MHouever, therc are
variations of these sentences vhiich make suc: o Jdetermination
core of a provles.. et us tar e, fur exarple o variant of
(152).

(14} .7 trotlier cut hingelf on the foot at the
s-rimning pool

Jow it aprears superficially, that *hiuselfr" is the ORITCT,

Lie AFFECTIVY, crd that "foot"” is s locationnl cbject, LOCATIVY,
dotertined 1y the locational preposttion "on."  If these two
sentences are, {n fact, synonynous variations we pirit ask

whethier "feot™ or "hizsel?," the retlexivized |ronominnl for:,

"y trotner, ig thne Mthin " htc) is "cut." MHovover. the

of
rgstulation of thir questicon is enough to reveal its inaprro-
priatencss sirce, olbviously, ve are dealin» riti. a8 part-whole

relsticuship and, w.en the part is affected, so is the whole.

an the reflexivized yronoun, "hinself," annears, so does
1.0
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"the foot" and not "his foot,” but when the possessive cronoun

"his™ appears, there is no "the." There are nc sentences like
(143) *John cut te foot

a fact vhich suggests that the inmlienable part of & whole, in

ul3 case the foot of ny brother, requirve tie identification

of tue vhole to vhicnh it belonrs., This iequirenent is

satisfied by ti.e possessive "his,"

and alsc by tie reflexive
"hinself,' the latter providin~ the necessary reference for,

and identification of, "the" in "the foot."}?

lelt has been peinted out that some dialects perczit the
redundant identification of the possessor in such sentences
as "John cut himself on his foot,” though none to av know
ledi e perriit the occurrence of an unidentified possessor as in

(143).

Apparently . however, in spite of this intinate connection
tet een an {naliensble part and the v.ole and the subsequent
snovlelge that an alteration of the former is an slteration of
tre latter, pn:ilsh Las a device which is {llustrated in the
tvo varfant scntences adove for 'focusing' on either one or
the other. wien {t is the vtole vhich receives the focus, the
part appeart as [QCAWIVE, when it ls tle jurt, the whole appears
a3 possessive. This appearance s, neverthelcss, superficial
3ince the ba:ic reaning relationshiv, vhole-part, {s unaltered
in its different aurface fores,
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‘Tat this reans for ocur analysis is that the entire unit,
"his foot” or "hinself on the fuot,” will be termed AFFECTIVT,
Until and unless wo develop further analytical reans of desl-
ing with part whole relntionships, 've can state that there are,
when it is aruropriate to the content of particular sentences,
two AFCUTCTIVES: one is ArFuCTIVE VHOLE and tne other is
AFFECTIVL FARD. Thus tihe pnrase "hls foot™ cun Ye teparated
tnto "iis" and "foot” 8s exavples of the former and letizr
respectively , sinilarly "airself” and “on the foot' can te
caterorized as tie possessive variant of AFFECIIVI WHOLE mnd
the locationnl veriant of AYFECT.YT PART raspectively.

Thin tenforary soluticn only hadlves the set of difficultices
present in sentences centainin, vorks 1ize cut. 'le have yet to
deal with the other relations indicated Yy tie asermantics of
thase verbs. Let us exazi:n: the followin,” senterces:

(1L4) Tre farcer cut hioself on the zoverl3
(145} e farmer cut hirselt vith the mowver

{1L6) Tio rower cul the farswer

l3(1’:&) is clearly ar=tiguous: it can r~ean "the farrer cut
hizself -rhe;r %.¢ wes on the rover,” in which case the rover r.ay
or zay rot heve been Instrurental in the catting, or it car
~aan "the farmer cut hisself ard the mower was instru-ental in
the act." lowever. it i3 only the second reanin~s wiiiclh is
similar to the tcaning of (145) and (146}, ard the only one.
tinerefore, whice is relevant to the present discussion.

————— e —— B PS——
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We could account simply for these sentences by stating that

cut <0-occurs with an optional AGENT and an INSTRUMEZNT, and that
the IHSTAUE.T vecones the tonicel subJect when the AGTIT does
not appear. Such sloplicity might be Justificd if (144) end
(145) were synonymous. HKowever, there seems to be n differ-
ernce Jn neaning which might Lte atated somethinz like this:

(144} seems to indicate that the farmer was not dlrectly in
control of the wower, but (145) suggests that the mover vas under
his control. The locative INSTRUMENT (it indeed "the mover"

of {1k&) is an LiSTRUIINT) carries, therefore, an acblguity

of {ntention: the farmer rmay or may not have intended to cut
himsei!. This observation is supported by the scceptability

of both (147) and {148):

(147) The fmruer accident&lly cut nirself on the
nover

(1L8) The farcer deliberately cut hirself on the
mover

The reverse irplication, that control implies intention, is
not clearly demoxstrable by (149) sirce 1t i3 only questionebdbly
uracceptable:

{1LG) ?The farper sccidentally cut himself with
the nover

{150) <he farmer deliberately cut himself with
the mowver

Ir (149) {s actually uracceptable, control of the INSTRUTEENT
irjlies intert. Laci of control rnders intent anbiguous.

A sentence in which the INSTRRGENT is stationary and, therefore,



not controllable by the AGEMYT {3 very odd if the INSTRU.ENTal
preposition is "with'.
(151) “The boy cut hirself wita t.. house

Sentence (1Ll) appears to be like (1LG) in thnt “the mower"
in both i{s ambiguously either intentionally or unintentionally
INSTRUNENY hovever, (1LG) leaves the identity of tic AGIUT
unspecified.

Since coatrol of the INUSTRU.'EIT by the AGIHT {5 clearly
deterninable from tre preposition and since intent ray or ray
not be ccrrelated vith control, ve can take the more clearly
accurate position that there are two types of INSTDRFNT
which are distinguisheble by the fact of control or laci: of
it. e owiil, ther, put aside the question of intent until
suchh & tire us ve can state Wwith sreater certninty vhetier
or not it correlates vitz control. Thus, we novw have the
followin-:

COIVFROLLED INSTRUMENT: Al OIJECT WHITE IS UIDEX THI CONTECL
OF THE ACENT NID IS UTED BY THE ACEWT IMN ITS
:XP:R’.“IO!.' Ct+ FOPCT OF POUER R!ITCRRID TO BY THE VIDER
ULCCUTROLLED I.'i‘_‘:“‘PU:’.:'I‘iT' Al' ORJECT WiHICH IS NL‘? U'DER THE
. CONTROL. OF THE JSUNT BUT ENTIRS INTY) THE ACTION
4 ) REFFRITY TO oY TVE VEER .
©
COMTHALLED IVSTRUZLIT appeers {n a phrase sigieled by the
preposition witl, UJCOINFOLLED T1NLVIANENTD atpeers ir & phrasc
signaled Y the rreposition or. Tt s Intercstin: that the
frstrusent sl verb use cen eonly apreecr as a signsl for the
Q
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CONTROLLED INSTRUMENT:
(152) The boy used a plece of glass to cut himself
(152) *The boy used the house to cut himself
(153) oust be unacceptaiule since houses arc staticasry and too
larrre to be controllabdle.

The concepts CONTRILLID and ULCOWTROLLED INSTAUTMTs have
value beyond the ¢lass of verbs we have just been investigating.
For exanple, those verbs which indicate a chunge of state within
rhysical objects (RCACTIVE verbs)} co-occur with these two forns
of LISTRUIENT, The following: sentences illustrate this point:

(154) “re denonstrator broke the dbottle on the
policeman's head

(155) The vase Lroke on the edge of the table

(153} FKar. crushed tiv cup on tiwe floor

(157) .‘ary shattercd the glass vith her fist
Yerbs which co-occur with the REACTIVE also sppear with
U.ICORTHOLLED INSTRUIE!TS in onto, over and againet phrases:

{158) Jerry cracked the dish over ilartha's head

{159} Hortense stiashed the larp onto the floor

(160} Karl splintered the chins arainst the wvall

If ve try to descrite the co-occurrence restrictions of

AFFECTIVE verts in terms of the possible appearance of AGH:CY,
wve find a coanlicated situation. That goze forms of AGFUCY

do occur with AFFICT(VE verbus is !llustrated by the following:

ERIC 1y




(161) The cyclone gashed a hole in the ship's deck

{162) The wind lacerated the boy's face

(163) The house vas sliced in two by the tornado
It may te that such sentences are metaphoricsl rather than
semantically regular. Thus, AGENCY could perhaps be personified
by its appearance in relational positions restricted to AGENT.
While 1t is sormehat unsatisfying, ve can do no more than make
these general olLservations {n the form of questions at this
time.

The environment for the verd cut can nov be atated in

the following notation: 1

{AGEHT b COLTPOLLED INSTRWIENT )
cut:{ (2GIHT § UICONTROLLED TNSTRUNET ) AFFECTIVY
TAGENCY

Mgince ve have snalyzed cur former INSTRUMENT inte two
distinct types, all of the environmental specifications of
verbi we have previously investirated will have to be altered
accordingsly. Howvever, this i3 a relatively sinple task vwith
obvious consejuences and we will not, therefore, undertake it
forually.

The possible alternatives are {ilustrated below:
(164) John cut the cheese AGENT AFFICTIVE

(165} .:ary cut her foot with a breadknife AGENT
AFFECTIVE CONTROLLED I STRUENT

{160) ¥arl cut his hand on the fender AGLNT AFFEC-
TIVE UNCONTROLLED INSTRUELT

1¢6
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

{167) Thre knife cut Charlea' hand CONTROGLL'D or
UNCONTROLLED INSTRUFNT AFFRECTIV

(1C8) fTie lightning cut the tree's branch off
AGENCY AFFECTIVE

V'» have thus rfar examined a nunber of verbs whic: co-o:ccur
with "dlrect objects." There are verbs which for: & subset of
"direct object” verbs whose distinguishing characteristic s

their appearance with a second object, an "indirect objccl,"

oftea eignalled ty tq. 7o aco tle various relaticome fodicated

'y “indirect object” vertu, lut up exiriine the following:

(169) I gave the book to the man

(173) John sent the paper to the teacher
(171) Herry distributed the food tc the con
(112} .tervin sold the car to Henry

(173) I lent five dollars to my brother

(17L) 7rr general transaltted tiae {nformation to
his nmen

(175) The aecretary transferred alj calls to bLer
boss

Yhile "I," "Joun," "Harry." for exanple, are probacly AGCIT-
ively related to tihe respective verbs because *they o Initiate
tiie action referred to by thouge verts, twe difficultics nre

apparent. First.  th> "direct obJects”-'"book, rarer,"”
"feod," for exarrle--tlc not corresmond to eny of the relational
cat-cgries ve have investicated. They are sll inanirate yet

ttey do not unlerpo any change of state and nre nnt, therefore,
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ACACTIVL. Their verbs do not refer to any surface—cortact
action and are not, therefore, verbs which indicate a CONUTACTIVE
elation either. 3Second, the "i{ndirect objects,” ¢he "to"
phrages, do not correspond to any of the relational cnterories
we hayve developed.

de mey ask where the action referred to i{n these sen-
tetces 15 oceurrinr. 1n {(luy), it is certainly not witnin

" "Giving" involves a relationship

"the boox™ or "the :an.'
between the giver, the -iven, and the recelver -tue action s
betveen all three. To demunstrate this sbuservation, we
oicht try to inmagine a situation in vhich someone is ~ivin:
but not.ln- fs given, or oric In vhich soneone {t pgivinr sone-
thinr btut no one is receivinz. Or ve might, conversely, try
to {ra’'ine a situatior in whicr sonething is reccived ut o
ore in Civini. ‘The Izmpossibilities of these situations deron-
strate the inticate and necessary connectiorn between the
t.ree parts of the relationship desirnated by the verl psfive,
Dven s:.utences suci as the follovinf:

(17€¢) Jobn rives to charity

{177) .ary recelived a nev car on “er birthaay

(175) denry gives five dollars a ‘reer
are¢ reccized as nuecessarily meaning, respectively:

(17+) Jorr rives sometnin to charity

(180} Mary receivel a nev car on .aer birtudny
frce. socone

ERIC L
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(1B1) Henry gives five dollars a weex %o someone
In additi .., there are no sentences of the form:
(182) %I pave
(183) *The book gave
(18L) ®ary received
Is the artion referred to by the verd |.ve done by or to
sor.e objert rcferred to {n the sentence? In tre sentences

we have eeen, for example, (169)-{170), "I" and "Jola" are

initiating the action. The question viether tne action is

"to" "the took," for examnle, scers odd.  The bool 1a

dore
certainly involved in the action Hut uot in the way a simple
contact vert would indicate.

What hsppens to the object we terred “"direct object" in
thie action? it i3 neither created nor destroyed nor physi-
cally altered, It is transferred. prior to the action 1t is
possessed by the glver and after the action 1t 18 possessed
by the receiver. Let ug, then, teru the relationship detwcen
the transferred object and che action TRAUSHITTIVE rnd the
relationship between tiie receiver and the action PECEPTIVE.
Thus, for exar,le, in {109) the relstionship betveen "the
vook" end “"mave"” is TRAUSMITTIVE a... that between "the man™
and '"gave"” (s RICIPTIVE.

TRAGS ITTIVT:  THY ORJECT WHICH I TRAISFIIGAED IN THE ACTIOM
KCFiRLD TO BY THE V'R1

RECEFTIV.: THE OBJSCT TO WIICH THE TRAARMITUVIVE IS TRAISFIRRID
I1 7 ACTION REFERRLD TO BY THL YLRB

129
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We will now examine & set of scntences which appesr to
be synonymous with the first setj(1€o)-a75),
(185) The man received the book from me
(185) The teacher received the peper from John
(187) The men received the Pood frowm Harry
(188) Henry bought the car from ‘ervin
(189} liy brother horrowed five dollars from me

(190) The men received the information fron their
general

(191) The boss received all calls frou his
secretary

While tue forms of the verbs fn these sentences are different
from those of (169)--{(175), the respective reanings do seen to
be the same. For example, for me to give a Look to a man is
for hin to receive that book from me. Also for me to lend five
dollars to 1y brother ies for my brother to borrow five
dollars from me. The major difference between these two

sets aside from the form of the verb is that the RECEPTIVE

is in the initial sentence position in the second set of
gentences and in the final position in the first set; further,
the AGZNT 1s the topical subject of the first set and the
final prepositionel phrase of the second set. As topical
subject, the NICEPTIVE is unprefaced by the preposition to
and the ACLHT ie preceded by the preposition from, a new form

for AGEIT not previously encountered. Perhaps AGFHT hes

130
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taken on additional meaning. Before we conclude anything
about AGEUT or whatever other relationship mighit be present,
let us examine certain other sentences which may be relevant
to our éoncerns.
Jhere are cuch sentences ag
(192) John received some literature from che Alps

{193} Kar). lorroved five dollars from the cockie
Jar

in which neither "the Alps" nor "the cookie Jer" sre in any
way AGENTive. 'This observation is supported by the fact thet
there are no senteaces like the fecllowing:

(194) “The Alps sent John scme literature

(195) ¥The cookie Jar loaned Karl five dollars
Jeverthelesg, there is at least one way in which "the Alps"
and "the cool.ie jar" are like the anirate nouns which appeared
in the "fror! phrases of the earlier sentecuces, (18,)-{191):
both objects referred to represent the source of the TRAIS-
HITTIVE. Could it then be that we have encountered the
first set of verbs which permit, perhans even require,
complex relationships? If the nanswer is affirmative, then
"I" in (169) (I gave tie book to the man) i3 both AOGENT and
what we shall now designate SOURCE. However, '"the cookie jar"
of (193) is not AGENT but simply SOURCE.

Ve nov need to look for further support from other fucts

of ri*lish for our analysis. Let us examine the following vo
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Jdetermine what relevant difference may exist between the two
sentences:

(196) John received a wallet from George

{197) Jonn stole a wallet from Geaorre
The meaning of, or event referred to by, the first requires
George's participation, uis initdation of the action, while
the second clearly does not. Thls participation is further
identified by the fact that the verb stesl may appear with an
inanimate as well as an animate SOURCE, though the verb
receive cannot always sppear with an animate and an inanimate
SOURCE., Animateness, of course, is requisite to partigipation
in, or ‘nitiation of. action. Thus, (198) is unacceptsable
though (199) is acceptable:

{198) #John received five dollars from the shelf

{199) John stole five dollars from the shelf
Both contain an inanimate LOCATIVE+SOURCE and the difference
between gteal and receive &snd, thus, the explanation for
the different acceptability of the tiro sentences is that

SOURCE+AGENT. We night also note that receive rzquires only

Pre-Ay-e

RECEFTIVE topicael subject.

Now We can define our new terms in this way:

w32

130



SOURCE: TIE ARITATE OR INAIIIMATE ORIGI OF S80I OBJTCT,
THE TRAVSHITTIVE, WHICH IS TRANSFERRED IN Al
ACTTON REFERRED TO BY THE VERB

TRAUSITTTIVE: TIE ORJECT WHICH IS TRANSFERRFD IIT AN ACTION
REFLRRED TO BY THE VERD

RECEPTIVE: THE ANIUATE BEING TO WHICH THE TRANSAITTIVE IS
TRANSFFRAED IN AN ACTION REFERRED TO BY THE VFRB

Let us nov state the partial environments of the verbhs

we have been investigating in the followir; notation:

glva: JGLNT+SOURCE TRANSMITTIVE (RECEPTIVE)
receive:  (AGENT#SOURCE) TRAISMITTIVE RICEPTIVE

" (SOURCE+LOCATIVE)
steal: AGLUT+RECFPTIVE (TRANS!ITTIVL) (sourcr)

The sentences which tliese descriptions account for wre
illustrated by the following:

(200) John gave five dollars AGENT+SOURCE
TRANSMITTIVE

(201) John gave Harry five dollars AGENT+SOURCE
RECEFTIVE TRANSMITTIVE

(202) Harry reccived five dollars RLCEPTIVE TRANS-
MITTIVE

{203) Harry received five dollars from John
RECEPTIVE TRAUSIITTIVE AGENT+SOURCE

{20%) .lerl steals daily AGINT+RECEPTIVE

(205) ilerl steais money daily AGEUTHRLCEPTIVEC
TRANSHITTIVE

(206) Ilerl steals money dally from his mother
AGEVT+RECEPTIVE TRANSGITTIVE SOURCE

133
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(207) ilerl steals money daily from the bank
AGENT+RECEPTIVE TRASIITIIVLE SOULCE+
TOCATIVE

Other verbs like pive are send, lend, transfer, transmit, sell,

distribute; verbs like recelve are borrow and buy: verbs like

steal are tske, renove, rob, seize. Obvicusly give and receive
are identical except in the specification of their optional
elements.

Let us examine the verb agcquire, whose ambipuity may
provide us with additicnel insight into the enalysis we have
Just completed. In a sentence such eas {208):

{208) Karl acquired a book from Herd
it is clear that "Karl" is the RECEPTIVE and that "Herd" is
the SCURCE; however, it is not clear which person initiated
the transfer, which person acted AGENTively. This observa-
tion is supported by the acceptability of (209), in which
"Karl" acts AGEITively, and of {210), in which "Herb" acts
AGENTively:

{209) Karl acquired a book from Herb when he
pilfered Herb's library

(210) Karl ecquired & book fro. HerlL when liert
willed it to him

Thic ambiguity can be captured by the following description:

" AGINT+RECEPTIVE  (SOURCE)
acquire: TRANSHITTIVE
{AGLNT+SOURCE)} RUCEPTIVE
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"he sentunces which illustrate this account are the following:
(211) ilary acquired & new cer vhen she spent her
five thousand dollars AGEHT+RECEPTIVE
TRANSHMITTIVE
(212) :iary acquired a new car from the Ford dealer
when she spent her five thousand dollars
AGENT+RECEPTIVE TRANSMITTIVE SOURCE

(213) John acquired a new car when his brother's
wil) was read RECEPTIVE TRANSMTITIVE

(214) John acquired a new car from his brother when
his will was read RECEPTIVE TRANSMITTIVE
AGEJIT+SOURCE
The possible co-occurrence of INSTRUTAT with verbs of
transference has not thus far been investigated. Let us
now see what these possibilities are and wiether they can
reveal further facts vhich can centribute to our analysis.
We would be likely tc assume, from the results of the nast
investipations, that INSTRUME!T could appear wherever there
is a specified or unspecified AGENT. This assumption is
supported by such sertences as {215):

(215) Merl acquired & new car from me with five
thousand dollars

in which Mierl" is unamdbiguously AGENT+RECEPTIVE and five

thousand dollsrs" is INSTRUMENT.1% Further, we may add an

leIearly, this sentence may also mean that llerl received
the car and the money, in which case "with'" indicates accon-
paniment rather than INSTRUMENT . however, this meaning is not
relevant to the present discussinn. lioreover, ve should
notice the subtle distinction between (215) and ™ferl ecquired
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a new car from me for five thousand dollars," in which "for"
designates tiie exciange of one item for another. In (215),
however, the object of the "with" phrase may or may not hLave
been exclhianged, thourh it is IUSTRUMIENT. This ohservation
Lecomes more apparent wher the noney, normally used in exchenges,
is replaced by an object normally used in robbdery, for example,

a gun: "iferl acquired a new car from me with a qun."

TUSTRULENT to (214), in which "Johr" is simply RUCEPTIVY and
™is brother" is couplexly ACENT+SOURCE, and produce (216):

(216) Jobn mequired a new car from his brother
with five thousand dollars

But (216) does rnot exhiolt the same meaning reletionships as
{21L) ror it is only interpretable under the readinp that
"John" is AGL.T+RATCEP1IVE and "his brother" is SOURCE: the
presence of INGTRU. TW. epparently permits only this interpre..
tation. The extent of this pheromenon 18 observalle when we
attenpt to include INSTRULIT in a sentence contalning receive,
which permits only RECEPTIVE topics and restricts AGTNT to

a "fron" phrase including SOURCL:

(217) "John received & new racord player from
Henry with twenty five dollars

Tiat this phenomenon is not determined by topicalization is
shom by tiue unecceptabiiity of (218) as well:

{218) “Fenry gave & nev record nlayer tc John with
twenty-five dollars

However, buy, thourh not sell, does accept an IISTRUME!T:

(219) John bought & new car with five thousand
dollars

136

134




(220) *Henry sold a new car with five thousend
dollars

We can conclude that INSTRUMENT is highly constrained as a
possible co -oceurrent with verbs of transference and that our
grouvings of similar verbs, for example, recelve with buy, is
only sccurate if we d> not consider INSTRUMENT. Since a
stateuent of the constraints of INSTRUMENT appears to be quite
complex, we will not endeavor to make it at this time.

Let us turn movw tb the possible appearance of AGEUCY in
sentences containing verbs of transferecnce. There are
sentences like the followinn:

(221) The hurricane gave the fishermen a hard time
(222) 1he storm sent the children to their hones
Hovever, these sentences do not have any counterpart containing

{223) #The fishermen recelved & hard time from
the hurricane

{22L4) *The children's homes received them from
the storm

In addition, many other verbs such as lepd and pell do not
forn acceptable sentences with AGENCY. These observations
alon~ with the fact that "a hard time" 4n (221) 1s not trens-
ferred from "the hurricane" to "the fishermea" suggest that
such sentences are retaphorical rathes than literal Inglish
sentences. 'le might well conclude, then, that AGENCY cannot

oceur with verbs of transference. However, we do have sentences
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such as (225):

(225) The wind blew the barn from the yard to
the river

Here, "the yard" is like "the cookie jar" of (193}, which we
said was SOURCE, and "the shelf" of (199), which we said wae
LOCATIVE+SOURCE, It would seen, given our previous account
of LOCATIVI+SOURCZ, that each of the three is Indeed the
complex reletion LOCATIVE+SOURCE. Mow, in (225) it may be
that "the river" is LOCATIVE+RECEPTIVE. These pairs of
LOCATIVE relations would also explain the following sentence:

(226) John sent the candy frow ilew Yori to Baston
in that both "dew York" and "Boston" are obviously LOCATIVIs
yet equally distinpuishable by thelr respective similarities
to SOURCL and RECEPTIVE releticons.

The analysis of (225) should not te teken as an implicit
clain that the verdb blow has the same inherent charscter-
istice 88 verbs of transference for it is a member of a quite
different senantic class vhich was chosen to elucidate our
investigation of AGEUCY and verbs of tranaference.

Clearly, were we to accept the complex relation
LOCATIVE+4RECEPTIVL, we would have to redefine RECIPTIVD to
acccpt both animate and inanimate referents. A!' _his time,
however, ¢ i1l leave the question open to [further factual

support.
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At an earlier point in our investigation of INSTRUMENT,
we obgerved that the preposition with often appears in con-
Junction with INSTRUMENT. Of course, not every appearance of
with signals that relation. We have, for example, sentences
lice thes=s:

(227) Our dog is alveys runninz with that nmutt
down the street

(228) Leroy went downtovn with his grandmectlier

(229) Some Spanish-Anericans rioted with the
blacks during the summer

(230) The old women is sitiing with her son in
the park

It 1s clear that neither "the mutt," nor "the grandmother,”
nor "the blacks," nor "her son" is an INSTRWENT in relation
to the actions referred to by the respective verbs. The
animals and veople are simply acconpanyings the AGENTs in
their actions. Thus, we have encountered a quite different
type of relationship from the noun-verd relationships with
which we have forrerly dealt. In light of the fact that our
original sentences, (227).-(230), renain acceptadle if the
"1ith" phrases are deleted, as we can see in (231)-(23Lk), we
can concaude that this new type of relationship is a sentence-
ncun relationship.

{(231) Our dog iy always runnin-

{232) Leroy wen!, downtowmn
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(233) Some Spanish-Anmericans rioted furins the
summer

' (23%) The old woman 1s sitting in the park
We shel.i texm this accompaniment relationship tetween nouns
and sentences COUITATIVE and we will define it tentatively as

follows:

COMETATIVE: AM ANIIATE BEING WHICH IS ACCOMPANYING (AUCTHER
ANMTIATE BETNG ENGANED Ii') ANl EVENT

All of the above seatences are instances of the COITA-
TIVE asjan animate object. Is 1t possidle that this reiation-
ship inzludes inanimate things as well? If we substitute
inanimates in place of the animate belngs in these sentences,
the reenlt is as followe:

{235) "Our dog is elways running with that tree
down the street

{233) Leroy went downtoim with his yoyo

{237) ®lany Bpanish-Americans riotcd with the
1ibrary during the summer

(238) The 0ld woman {s sitting with her straw
hat in the park

These ientences would appear to inlicate that an inanimate
COUITAIVE per se s not a sufficient reasou for & aentence
to be judged unacceptable. Although we need to investigate,
it may be that the nature of the activity determines the
acceptability of the appearance of inanimate comitation, or

acconrranirent.
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The first sentence, (235), is unacceptable apparently
bacause trees cannot run; end the thira, (238), tecause
livraries cannnt riot. But yoyos cannot go downtown and
hats cannot sit in the park. The difference may be tuat (236)
and (238) sre interpreted in a way which indicates that they
ccntain locative phrases: "in his pocket" and "on her head"
respectively. while (235) and (237) are not interpretable
in this way. Notice thst if we alter (235) slightly, we are
able to impose such & locative interpretation on the "with"
phrape:

{239) Our dog is always running with the news-
paper {in nis mouth)

Invanimate comitative, then, the animate being in accom-
paniment is performing the sane action as the AGENT; in
inaninmate comitation, the inanimate object is locatively
arsociated with the AGENT while the /[G3HT performs the action.
If our dog §s running with a nmutt, it‘ia tAso true that the
mutt is ruaniug with our dog; if Leroy went downtown vith
his graul..other, his grandmother vent dovntown with him; and
so forth.

Aninete comitation is not, however, slways ascertainable
from the animateness of the object 4in the COUITATIVE relation
as the following ~entence {llustrates:

(240) “The bue went downtown with Jody
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(2L40) is only interpretable if we supply a locative phrase
such as "inslde of it." 1In fact, the sentence is more likely
to apreas in the following form:

(241) The bus went dewntown with Jody inside.
which suggests that "Jody" 18 not animate by necessity. She
;s not doing enything relevantly anivate, for exsmple, AGENTive
or RESPONSIVE: ~ather she is teiny transported. "Joly,"
then, would be termed TRANSUITTIVE. Ve cau conclude frem these
observa‘ions, as we did in the case of the OBJECTs of shatter
and strike, that it is not the object itself which determines
the type of relation. In this case, it is the nature of the
event whicn determines whether the COMITATIVE is relevsntly

animate or not.16

16The nouas whicli our definition would identify as
COMITATIVE do have to meet the condition of minimal specifica-
tion: enimate nouns meet the minimal specification of physical
existence which ig requisite to inanimate comitation, but
inenimate npouns do not meet the minimal specification of
organic life vhich 18 requisite to animate comitation.
Obviously abstract nouns do not meet the minimel specifice-
tion of even inanimate comitation: physical existence.

Ve can now investigate dimensions of comitation other
than that of animateness. We have slready seen, in locative
comitation, the relevant dimension of epace. What we need to
determine is whether there are sentences referring to events

in which spatial accompaniment does not involve tenporal
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accompaniment &nd those in which temporel accompeniment does
not lwmvolve spatial accompeniment. We have examined sentznces
in vhich people, animels, and vhyeical objects are nominel
referents within a comitetive cclation. Parhaps absiractions
will provide examples of the COMITATIVE which uill isolate one
of the dimensions with wiich we are concerned. Let us, then,
examine the following sentences:

(2&2)‘ The fire stsrted with the explosion

{243} People are lrarning more today about lengusge
vith the revival of Carteslan idea:z

(242) indicates a necessary temporal comitation: the fire
started at the same time as the explosion. However, spatisel
conitation ie not necessarily indicated in this sentence: the
firc may have started across town from the explosion, The
secori sentence, (242), has no spatial relevance since

' are only relatable

absiractions of thouzit, "ideas,'
temporally.

We may now ralse the question as to which features of th:»
coritative relationsidp are relavant to a decision to subtype
CO.IITATIVE. Obviously epece and time are two dimensions which
corld serve to cistinguieh different typee of comitation.

Froit the sentences we have examined, we can also observe that

sone of them contained sccompanying evants, some accompanying

objects (for exemple, the 1locative comivation), and some

143




accompanying AGENTs. Let us explose the consequences of using
events , cbjects and AGENTs as the disbinguisﬁing featur=s in
subtyping the COIITATIVE. If these conseguences are negative,
then we may vish to use other features such as the spatial and
teriporal dimencions.

In the case of COMITATIVE-AGENT, it is the animate being
swiiich 1s duplicating the action of the AGENT within the sentence.
Both spatial and tenmporal accompeniment are a part of the mean-
ing. Ve can define this relation as followe:

COMITATTVE -AGEBT: AN ANIIIATC BEING THAT IS EIIGASLD IN THE
SAME ACTIUN AS THE AGENT AND IS SFATIALLY AND
TEMPORALLY ACCOMPANYING TIIE AGENT
In the case of COMITATIVE~ORBJECT, there is & phrsical
object wh’ je relationship to- the refercnt of the sudbject is
locative. Since physical existence is its minimal specification,
it pay be either animate or inanimate. Since it exists in an
explicit or implicit locative relationship, spatial comitation
is primary, though temporal comitation is entailed. We can
define thiec 2rletion as follows:
CO{IITATIVE-OBJECT: A PHYSICAL OBJRCT, ANIMATE OR INANIMATL,
THAT IS LOCATIVELY ACCOMPANYING THE PEFTREWT OF
THE SUBJECT
In the case of CONITATIVE-EVENT, we have an eventive
noun whose relationship to the event refe.red to by subject,
verd and object is necessarily temporal though only ambigu-
ously spatial. ‘e can define this relation as follows:
CONITATIVE-EVENT: All EVENT WHICH IS TE 'PORALLY (AND, OPTIONALLY,

SPATIALLY) ACCOMPANYING THE EVENT REFERRED TO BY
SUBJECT, VERB AND OBJECT
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It is interesting that there are apparently no sentences
in vhich comitatica with the "direct object™ iz possible. For
example, (2LbL)--(248) are unacceptavle and (249)-.(253) are
scceptable only as COMITATIVE-AGENT:

(2bb) #John built his house with the church

(245) #Harry robbed the bank with the superrarket
{246) #:ii1dred dbroke the vase with the cheir
(247) #John's wife slapped him with George

(248} %The appearance of the strired dog surprised
Henry with iary

(249) 111llie rovded the jJevelry store with Harry

(250) John built his model airplane with his friend

(251) Leroy broke all the school windows with Peter

(252) Herman beat up the i{ntruders with his friends

{253) ioruan jumped the fence with his dog

While this analysais might appear to be gatisfactory, we

have actually created & number of problems. First, there is
the fact that we have no sentences suclh as

(254) *John was surprised by George with iMary
though ™iary" is RESPONSIVE and, therefore, does not fall
within our COIITATIVD subtypes. However, we do have such
sentences as (254) in which the preposition’'with"is replsceé
by"along with.” For example, (255):

(255) John wvas surprised by Georpe ealong with Mary

In addition, slong with permits "direct objec :" comitation &.
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(256) 1llustrates:
(256) George survrised John along with llary
Since the differences between with and elong with are superficial,
we do not need to state the various environmenvs {n which efther
tae one or the other may appear. lore to the point {s a stute-
ment of the facts concerning the appearance of COMITATIVE-
RESPONSIVI:. Ve cen simply observe that RESPOUSIVE accompani-
ment has th: same requirement of animateness vhich AGENT accom-
panirent has. Perhaps the bvest way to deal with this Tact i3
to incorporate the characteristics of RESPONSIVE into our
carlier definition. This change can be nade in the following
vay:
COLIITATIVE-AGERT/RESPONSIVE: AN AWIIATE BEING THAT {8 ENGAGLD
IN "HE SANE ACTION AS THE AGEIT/RESPONSIVE AND IS
SPAYTALLY AND TE-PORALLY ACCOMPANYING THE AGENT/
RCSPONSIVE
Bince we have concluded what we wish to investigate of the
congequences of uf.ng AGEWT/RESPONSIVE, objetts, and events to
subtype COMITATIVE, let us turn to the alternative method of
using simply the dimensions of space and time to accomplish the
subtyping. In the case of COMITATIVE-SPATIAL, it is some
physical object or event which &ccompanies rome other physical
object or event. 1In the case of “O'IITAVIVE-TL TORAL, it is
some event which accompanies gome other eveut in time. Thus,

we can present the following definitions:
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CO:iITATIVE-SFATIAL: A PHYSICAL OBJECT OR EVENT WHICH ACCOI ..NIES
ANOTHER PHYSICAL OBJECT OR EVEX'T IIl A RELATION
SIGALED BY WITH OR ALONG WITH

COUITATIVE-TEMPOPAL: AN EVEET WHICH IS TFHMPORALLY CONTIGUOUS
WITH SOME OTHER EVENT IN A RELATION SIGHALED BY
WITH OR ALONG WITH

To demonstrate the vsefulness of this subtyping, we must
find sentences in which only one type or the other can appear.
Such reastrictiveness will, no doubt, depend partly on the
nature of the verb within these sentences. Verve which co-
cccur with abstract objects seem to appear with only COMITA-
TIVE-TEPORAL. Verbs of cognitlon such as think of, under-
stand, know, contemplate represent a ¢lasc of verbs which co-
oceur with abstract oblects. The followinpg sentences {llustrate
tae exclusively temporel foim of accompsniment which such verds

irpose:

{257) Karl thought of itary's problem along with
George's

{258) Peter underatood the causes of the riots
aleng with the ceauses of dboverty

{259) Harry knew the answer to the first question
along wi’h the answer to the second

(260) Larry contewplated his wife's cecision
along with his dbest friend's

On the other hand, be+LOCATIVE seeuns to appear in sentences

wvhere only a CO'ITATIVE-SPATIAL interpretation is poss’ble,

For exsample:

(261) Hortense is with her husband in the store
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(262) faudie 1is in the kitchen with her boyfriend

{263) The salt is on the table with the sugar

(264} iy knife 18 in the dravwer with the socks
The fact that spatiel eccompeniment has to entail temporal
ecconpaniment is not a problem if this information is provided
bty separate entmilment rules. This situation is quite differ-
ent from that of {242) (The fire sterted with the explosion)
in which temporal comitation is clearly indicated tlough
spatial comitation may or may not be.

From our analysis ve can descrite, in terms of COMiTATIVE,

the environments of some illustrative verbs in the follouing

way:
think of: (COITATIVE-TE PPORAL)
be+tLOCATIVE: (COMITATIVE-SPATIAL)

Now ve are in a position to make a decision concerning
the most adequate analysis of comitation. We have found that,
when we subtype by the dimensions of spece and time, COMITATIVE-
SPATIAL includes the phenomena descrived by the two former sub-
types COUMITATIVE-AGCNT/RISPONSIVE and COMITATIVI-OBJECT,
which nov may be vieved as particular forms of epatiaelly
correlated referents. Obviously, were we to 1list all of the

raferents which could be appropriately corre.ated spatially and
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provide sublype terms for ther, we would have an inordinately
long and unrevealing list. 1In fact, such dissection might
prove to be endless. Further, we would be led to list all
possible combinations of individual referents- animate-~
inanimete, animate-animate, inanimate-inanimate, abstraction~
ebstraction, event-event, tor example--another endless task.
The temporal-spatial dichotomy as captured in COMITATIVE-
SPATIAU and COMITATIVE-TEMPORAL, which, we might add, subsumes
our former category COMITATIVE-EVEUT, suffers from neither of
these faults. Thus, unless & very convincing arguuert should
arise from hitherto uninvestigated data, we will retain our
latest analyeis.

Let us return to a topio we touched on when we dealt with
verbs of transference, We suggested that before the aciion
referred to by the verd transpired, the object in question,
the TRANSMITTIVE, was in posseseion of the SOURCT and that
after the action it was in possession of the RECEPTIVE. There
are sentences which reflect exactly this pocsessive relation-
ship. For example:

(265) That old purse belongs to my dsughter
(266) 1!ty father owns a cabin in Canade
(¢G7) John has & new yacht

What i3 the nature of verds like have, belong, own?

Unlike the other verbs we have examined, these do not involve

149

o o A”A,_._i J-l‘




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

action: one does not have to do anything except exist in crder
to "have™ or "own'' something. The differences between these
verbs do not seen to affect the relevant fact of possession.
For instence, ovm means legal possession of something which has
monetary value. But this is not unambiguous for I cen say that
I own a car witii the knowledge that my neighbor or a thief is
in immediate possession of it. Likewise I cen say that I have
a car when in fact my friend has present use of it. However,

I cannot say that I have a car if a thief has stolen it; never-
theless, I can say tiaat the car belongs to ne thoush the thief
has indeed rinde off with it. On the other hand, I can with
equal linpuistic aporopriatenees say that my neiphbor's car,
which is park.d in my driveway and is at my disposal, is a

car which I have 't the moment. If‘oreover, bzcd I atolen a ~ar,
I coulg again appropriately say that I haye a car. Yet, in
this latter situation I could not sey, unless 1 were a liar
as well, thet the car in ny possesgion belon-ed to rne.

There are thus nultiple kinds of possessive relation-
ships, only sore of which we have touched upon. We could, if
we wished, extend these into femilial relationships and point
out that I could say I own a wife (if I had either purchased
or been deeded her), or have a wife, uncle, father, and so
forth. But I could not say appropriately that I own ay

father or that my father belongs to re. The varjious types of
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"hqvingf‘or posseasion, then. can overlap in interesting and
complexly restricted vays. One fact rumains clear though, in
every case where it is appropriate to use any of the verbs
of possession there is some fundamentally i{dentical possessive
relationship in the connecticn between the two referents in
the sentence. Our task is to deal with the underlying common--
ality rather than with the idiosyncracies of the various
verbs.

We might c¢ttempt to discover the precise nature of
possession, but this would take us into a discussion of,
among other thinzs, psychology. The nature of have, own,
belong, possess. and the like, depends on psychological,

legal, familial, spatial, end other factors. Deapite the

temptations to enter this maze, we shall rerain patisfied to
state that tais relationship be*ween two objects is one of
possession.

IMmat can, generally speexins, be in possession of some-
thing? Sentences {265)-(267) all have people as possessors,
Let us examine the following sentenccs for their acceptabi -
lity:

(268) That old shoe bslongs to ry dog

(269) My Saint Bernard o'ms & cabin in Canada
which his former mapter left him

(270) Our tropical fish have a new acqusrium
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(P71} cCaty possess an instinet for stalking

(272) *That old shoe helonge to the desk

(273) *John's watch owns a nev second hand

(274) *My desk has & new typewriter

{275) *Roses possess a fine aroma
These two sets of sentences suggust that only animate beinrss
can be possessors. If this obvservetion is accurate, then vhat
kinds of things can be possessed? Let us examine the follow-
ing sentences:

(276) The credit for the success of the rally
belongs to many people

(277) John has a fine idea for achieving unity

(278) The Minneaota Senator possesses qualities
nany should emulate

(279) This girl belongs to my best friend

(280} Blake had a loyal wife
Apparently ahstract as well as concrete entities and inanimete
as w¢ll as animate obJects can be possessed. We do, how-
ever, nced to recognize the existence of such non-sentences
a8

(281) *Many people own these ideas (acceptable
ideas are vpatentable)

(282) ®John owns the credit for the success of
the play

(283) *The car that I just bought belongs to Herny

(284) *Yarl possesses three intelligent children




However, their unacceptanility results from & violation of the
idiosyncratic constraints imposed by the particular meanine
of the verbs. Since own designates a legal and ronetary
connection between possessor and possessed, theme sentences,
(281)-(28L), are not counterexamples to the claeim that possessed
"objects" may be of slmost unlimited types.

We may feel now that the verbs under examination are
not really "verbal™ at £ll--that they d¢ not indicate activity;
that instead they indicate a pure relationship between two
objerts whose conceptual content i{s not generalizable like
that of, for example, AGENT, which is generalized by the very
ract that it enters into relationship with numerous types of
verbs. He have only to try to think of ary other get of
verbs vhich would use elthar the concept possessor or possessed.
We are dealing with a distinctive relationship, therefore,
besween nouns, not between a noun aﬁd a verdb: AGENT signifies
a connection between an animate being end an action which is
a memder of a larpe set of semanticslly quite different
actions. However, a possessor is in a state in connection
with a possessed and can never enter into any other relation~
ship, by definition. Therefore, the most accurate term for

this connection is POSSESSIVE.
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POSSESSIVF: THE RFLATIONSHIP BETWERN AM ANTMATE BETNG AND
SOME CONCRETE OR ABSTRACT OBJECT, SUCH THAT THE
ANIMATE BEING CAN BE SAID TO FXERCISE SOME FORM
OF CONTPOL OVER THE OBJECT.
If we wish to distinguish the two membera of this rela-
tionship, we may use the terms POSSESSOR and POS3ESSED, which
are simply m means of focusing on one rember or the other of

the unitary set.

FOSSESSNR: AN ANIMATE DEING WHICH MAY BE SAID TO EXFRCISE
SOi{E TYPE OF CONTROL, AS REFERRED TO BY THE VERE,
OVER THE OBJECT.

POSSESSED: AW OBJECT, PHYSICAL OR ABSTRACT, VHICH MAY RE
8AID TO BF UNDER THE CONTROL, RFFERRFD TO RY THY
VERB, OF SOME ANIMATE BEING
Additionally, to classify verbs like have in & manner
sinilar to the environmental classification of other verbs,

we will need to have the concents POSSESSOR and POSSESSED.

For example, in the case of oim, the form would be:

own: POSSES30R POSSESSED

Such a specification indicates that *".. verb oim reaquires
both POSSESSOR and POSSESSED:
{285) *John owns

{285) *A new car vims

have identicai case environments. Thus, Fnglish doss not
permit the following either:
- {287) *Mary has



(288) “A book has

(289) “This old car bdelnngs (to)

(290) *Mervin belongs {(to)
The fact that the vero bclongs to permutes POSSESAOR and
POSSESSED is an idiosyncratic fact about the syntactic reguire-
reats of the verh itself ard 1is not relevant to a discusaion
of its meaning. Tf both own and belong to met the semantic

requirements of son2 sentence-in-formation, belons to might

be chosen to make a topical sublect of POSSFSSED. Thus,
there is the topical difference between (201) and (252):
{291) This car belongs to my brother
(292) ity brother owns this car
There i3 a set of sentences which apparently contradict
our claims mbout possession in that they contain inanimate
as well as animate objects as POSSESSOR and are restricted to
the verbs have and belong to. The following illustrate this
type:
(293 This cap belongs to that thermos bottle
(204) The desk I bought has & dstachable top

(295) The wotor on the hoist over there belonps
to my car

{296) My typewriter has two interchannmeable keye
{(297) The ship we saile§ on had seven decks
Yhile 4t would appear that the relationship illustrated

in “hese sentences 18 the same 88 that in previous sentences,
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it i5 true t“at all of the "POSSESSED" onjects in (253)-(297)

are a part of their "POSSESSOK," unlike those of previous

sentences. This semantic difference is reflected in the way

one type of phrase appears in Inplish. For example, the

"true" possessive takes the form "X of Y's," while part-

whole takes the form "X of Y." This difference is revealed

in the folloving sets of sentencey:

(298)
{299)
(300)

(301)

(302)
(303)

(304)

(305)

The car cf Mary's is old and decrepit
The house of my neighbor's needs pelnting

That watch of mine never keeps the correct
time

That old shoe of my dog's is his favorite toy

The top of the table is detachable

The cap of the thermos bottle is under the
chair

Two keys of my typewriter are interchange-
able

The seven decks of the ship we sailed on
were well -painted

Horeover, inanimate part-whole either "Y X" or "Y's x,"

vhile the possessive forms only "Y's X." For example:

(306)
(307)
(308)
(309)

‘fary's car is old
'y neighbor's house needs paintin-
My watch's small hand is bent

ity dop's shoe is his favorite toy
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{310) The table t,p is detachable

{311) The thérmok bottle cap is under the chair

(312) My typewriter keys are interchangeable

{313) The ship decks were well-painted

Further, when the POSSESSED is removed from the POSSESSOR,

the POSSESSOR is not affected as & being, but when the part
is removed from the whole. the whole is altered. This altera-
tion is more acubely noticeadble when examples are considered
whick include animate veings. The following illustrate this
point:

(314) !y secretary has beautiful blue eyes

(315) John has only one arm

(316) Harry has a somewhat large head
Yet this is only true because animate objects tend to be more
singulery in their being, less separable into individually
functioning parts, thun inanimate oblects. GSyntacticelly,
animate part whole appears in the form "X of Y" as does
inanimate part-wlole, but the former does not appear in the
form "Y X." Therefore, sentence (317) is unacceptadle while
(318) is accertadle,

(317) "My secreiary eyes are fun to observe

(318) The eyes of my secretary are fun to observe

Ye can summarisze our finding about the forms in which

the verious possessives appear in the following way:
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VT TmAtE T T amawnvate

-RArto¥nole posaeasivy part-vhole|possessly
Y's X ; + + ‘ + +
e W e e -————!——-—.- — - » .. — - —_——
Y X : - - + +
R T L- .
X of Y + - ; +
I ESRSES R _T_ _______ }.._--_._.
- + - -

It is 8lso true that a whole has. or possesses, parts. This
suggests that there is an overlsppings between the categories
of possession and part-vhole: indeed, it suggests that vart-
whole is a subset of possession. How would it be possible for
us to account for this observe.ion of this pelationship?

In order to represent this, we need a pair of terms which

‘ri11l appropriately divide rossession into part-whole and
non-part-whole, Since the peculiar characteristic of part-
whole is the alteration of the whole resulting from a removal
of a part and since removal of a possessed does not neces-
sarily alter the possessor, we may use this distinction as
the one vhich is of particuler serantic relevance. Part-
vhole possession will, then, bLe termed INALIEMABLE POSSTRSION

and non-part-vwhole possession ALIENABLE POSSESSIOH.15

ulsThese terms vere adopted from Fillmore, YThe Case for
Case .
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INALIENABLE POSSESSION: ‘THE RELATIONSHIP BFRTWEE!] AN ANIMATE
OR INANTMATE OBYECT AND SO'E PART OF THAT ORJECT
SUCH THAT THE FORMER CAN BE SAID TO COMSTITUTE
THE WHOLL AND THE LATTFR A PART OF IT

AUIENABLE POSSESSION: THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEREN AN ANIMATE OR
INAMIMATE OBJECT AD SOME OTHER OBJECT SUCH THAT
THE LATTER CAN BE SAID TO BE UNDER THE NOITMAL
CONTROL OF THME TOR!'ER

Hforeover, these two types of POSSESSION, like our original
term POSSESSIVE, can be further analyzed into the su>-classes
POSSESSED and POSSESSOR.

INALIENABLE POSSESSOR: THE ANIMATE OR INAMIMATE OBJNCT WHICK
IS SAID TO BE THE WHOLT WHICH CONTAINS PARTS

INALIENABLE POSSESSED: THE INANIMATE OBJRCT WHICR IS SAID
TO BE THE PART CONTAINED BY SOME WHOLE

ALIENABLE POSSES30R: THE ANIMATE OR INANTMATE OBJECT WHICH
IS SAID TO EXERCISE SOVME NOMINAL CONTAOL OVER
SOME OTHER OBJECT

ALYENABLE POSSESSED: THE ANIMATE OR INANIMATE OBJECT WHICH
I8 SAID TO BE UNDER THE NOMINAL CONTROL OF SOME
OTHFR OBJECT

We should note that we have extended our category of

ALIENABLE POSSESSION to include inanimate POSSFESSORs.

Obviously the kind of nominal econtrol which they can be said

to have over their POSSESSED is more restricted tnan that of

animates. This control usually, if not alwvays, has a loca-

tive meaning.

(319) The ship has seven lifeboats

(320) "The playground has a slide and some swings
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{321) fThis desk has a typewriter and an adding
machine

Each of these sentences 1s paraplirasable in similar ways
involvin locative purases containing the POSSESSOR, as the
following sentences reveal:

(322) The ship has seven lifeboats on it

(323) The playground has & slide and some swings
in it

(324) Your desk has a typewriter and an adding
machine on it
(325) There are seven lifeboats on the ship

(325) There are a slide and some swings in the
playground

(327) There is an adding machine and a typewriter
on your desk
(328) Seven lifebouts are on the ship

(329) A silide and sore swings are in the play-
ground

{330) A typewriter and an sdding machine are on
your desk

Should we wish to do so, either nov or at a future time when
additional facts adout the languasge warrant, we could divide
ALIENABLE POSSESSIOR into the catepories LOCATIVE POSSESSION
to account for inanimate ALYIENABLE POSSESSION and PERSONAL
POSSESSION to account for animate ALIEMARLE POSSESSION,

Let us return briefly to our earlier discussion of the

AFFICTIVE in the light of our lateat analysis of possession.
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e left unreasclved our enalysis of [142)

(142) My brother cut himself on the foot at the
swimming pool

since ve vere then unable to determine the status of himself
on the foot”or its variant’his foot'with regerd to the
AFFECTIVE. We have Jubt observed that {nanimate ALIENVABLE
POSSE3SION often indicates a “locative possessor exnlicitly.
In the case of inalienably possessed parts such as foot, it

is the possessed which often appears as a loestive. The
difference is one of the location of the possessor with
respect to the possessed versus the location of the poassessed
with respect to the possessor. The valus for our problem vith
the AFFECTIVE {8, however, in the POSSESECR-POSSESSED connec-
tion as we have seen it. The reaso: for the oddity of our
question whether the nart or the whole was affected now becomes
clear. (142) states that it v.4 the foot which was cut and
yet the very intimacy of the POSSESSOR-POSSESSED relationship
leaves us with the impression that the whole rust also be
affected, 88 1t indeed nust be. Mevertheless, this knovledge
is not the meaning of the sentence. rather it is the

entailed meaninhg because of the implication of part-ihole.
Thus, if ve say that "foot'1s LOCATIVE+INALTENABLE POSSESSED+
AFFECTIVE end that'himself¥ie INALIEMARLE POSSESSOR, we are

saying in effect, that tlhie senteuce in quistion means:
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(331) !ty brother cut hie foot at the swirming
pool

but thabt it entails by reason of posgession

{332) My brother cut himself at the awimming
pool

Thus the difference between {142) and its variant containine

"his foot'is simply the presence of LOCATIVE in the former

and the absence of it in the latter. Put this difference is

relatively superficial in view of the facte about INALIENABLE
POSSESSICYH, specifically part-whole.

It should be pointed out in conclusion to this very
general discussion of possession that the concept is a broad
one which can incorporate many other relationships: that it
is static, not sctive that it involves objects or nouns,
thercfore, and not events: and that it is the least "verbdal"
of the relationshins thus far encountered. This last observa-
tion brings us to one of the major noints of our approach to
language. Verbs in a grarmatical sense, have two major
functions. The first is to refer to gome phenomenon in the
world like running or hitting. The second, and the one which
we have geen prepositions share. is to dermonstrate a relation-
ship between people, animals, objects, or ideas. Granted
that these two functions are sometimes cormplexly inter-
related, within particular lexical items, yet they are

distinct in that the former deals with referents wvhile the
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latter desls with relationgs.

As we began by statinp thet verbs were a key to verious
relationships a3 determined logically by their meanings,
so ve ended by discovering that there are many relationships
determined by lexical {tems within other (wrammatical cate-
gories. VWhat we have, therefore, is & fundemental identity
between the root function of categories like preposition and
those like verb. 8uch e discovery should lead ug in further
anaivais to deal extensively with categories other than verbh~-
like prevosition, sdverd, adjective~~in & panner not unlike
that vhich hes Just been {llustrated. INouns may be purely
referential; prepositions, relational; and verds, both.

But this is another investigation.

In general conclusion, we can state certain principles
of our methodologv es well as state our results; and we can
indicate the motivation end concerns of our approach., ‘e
have eusumed that there arve two aspscts of lenpuege which are
related in apecific ways: one aspect is that of meaning and
the other is that of form. The meaning of language is
based on the particulser ways in which people perceive the
world and the way these perceptions and their sub-parts are
related. The form of language is based on the nunber, kind
and crder of words which appear with some specifiable regularity.

The only way ve can study meaning is through its relationship
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to form and through our ovn intuitions about the nature of
meaning. ‘Yhen we examine a word it is in the context of real
or imagined sentences, and vhen We ersmine sentences it is
with particular attention to the words. In order to cetermine
facts about meaning, we have to capture it in as many forms
as possible since wc believe that mecaning differences are
reflected in sometimes subtle differences in form. Therefore,
paraphrase is an essential part of our methodology ir that it
can reveal the consistent ways in which a set of sinilar
meanings may appear in sentences: paraphrase can provide
syntactic evidence for semantic character.

The notion "erammatical category™ hes the same two
aspects of meaning and form. The form of a word like paint in
the sentences we examined is grammatically in the catepgory
verb  however, the meaning of paint is nominal. Thiu differ-
ence in category is essential for our analysis, as we have
seen. Ye can state this difference with the terms ORAMJATICAL
CATEGORY and SE/ANTIC CATEGORY.

The discovery of the difference lLetween words which huve
& referential function and those vhich have a relstional
function is probably the single most importent conceptual and
methodolopical principle we have for it has proviied us with

the present results.
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We heve used the principle of serantic economy in deter-
pminirg and stating enalyses. This principle states that when
there is & choice betweun two statements which are equally
accurate and consistent, that staterent is chosen whaich makes
the most fundemental delineestion petwecn types of relation-
ships. In otuier words, the fowver distinctions that can be
made whilc still accounting for all velevant semantic and
syntactic facts. the more optimal i3 the analysis.

We have had to distinguish between spparent meaning,
underlying meaning and enteiled meaning. Apparent meaning
{nvolves only the words which actually appear in a given
sentence; underlyins meaninr involves vhat is necesgary for
us to understand the appsient meering: and entailed meaning
involves the application of knowledre about the real world in
order to determine vhat must be true es @ regult of, concomi-
‘ant with, or prior tec, the underlying meanine of a sentence.
The first we are given, the second rust b Aiacovered, and the
third recognized and put aside if ¢he apelysis is to be
fruitful.

The follovine are a aumber of questions used in the
investigation of certain verbs and prepositions in order to
determine what the ramantic rolations and referents are.

Thege undovbtedly need extension end rodification as new data

are examined:
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10.

Does the verd or preposition refer to any action?

Vhat is the nature of the setion? Orpanic. mechanical,
or other?

Yhere dues the action telce plrce? Within or between
objects?

What is unspecified in the sentencet
What is the result of the action?

What ere the syntactic properties of the verd in
terms of its appearance alone with AGENT, INSTRU-
1ENT, AGENCY and the various object types?

Vhat are possible paraphrases of the sentence?
Can apy of the constituents appear as different
grammatical categories in e paraphrase?

What is the fundamental semantic category of the
constituent under examination?

What are the characteristics of the nouns or sentences
which cen be 1in correlation with the verb or other
constituent under examination? Concrete, Abstract,
Humen, or other?

Wnat are the dimensions of reality referred to by
the word under investipation? Temporal, snatisl,
or other?
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111 SEMA"TIC STRUCTURES

The surface structure . . . does not directly express the
meaning relationas of the words, of course, except in the
simnlest cases. It is the deep atructure underlying the
actual utterance, a structure that is purely Tental, that
conveys the semantic content of the sentence.

Rafore ve investinate the possitility of dAeveloping 8 new
svster vhich will penerate semantic structures, let us investirate
the possible modifications of existing systems vhich misht de
corpatible vith the results of Chapter II. Irmediate Consti-
tuent analysis and Transformational Irnediate Constituent
analysis have already been ruled nut since they 30 not reflect
deep stiructure identity between similarly understood sentences.
Further the deep structures of the latter do not manifest the
facts of lorical serantic constituent order and inter--dependency.
For exanple, an artecedent event is temporally prior to a conge-
quent event and ourht to be revresented as such in a deep
structure insofar as diagrarmatic conventions 111l permit: also,

a consenuent evert is dependent vm an antecedent event and

lyoam Choraky, Cartesian Linruistics ("ew York and Londorn*
Varper and Po': 1066}, p. 35.
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ourht to be represented as such, vhile an antecedent event may
be independent. and ought to be represented as such., Tinally,
neither of these two "grarmars" deals “ith the problenr of intra-
lexical structure.

A srall nurmher of sentences containins the verh open in
various combinations of cese relationships will gerve to illus-

trate several tvnes of "de:v structure" diarrams.

(1) John opened the door
(2) The key opened the door

(3} The door or:e_ned2

(4) John opened the door with the Yy

(5) John used the key to oven the door

2tle are assuming that open appears with AGENT and not
AGTNCY in order to sirmlify the follorin~ discussion. Such
an assumption dres not affect the validity of our conclusions
since they would, in the case of AQENCY, be parallel to thosc
about AGENT. Zfter we have determined one or more satisfactory
systems, we shall illustrate in rmore detail their abtility to
deal with pore complex sets of relationships and alternatives
in fundazental forms.

It mav be vossible to use a modified form of the syntactic
phrase structure rules developed by the Transformationelists.
(ne nodification would be the addition of a component to
insert aporonriate semantic information and to assure
Q
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mantic order and dependencies of deep structure

eppropriate se
The rvles of the Trensformational phrage structure

constituents.
component are 1llustrated by the follouing:g

ely since they are only

3 Thege rules are given incormplet
\ue in meeting our reyuire-

used to illustrate their potential va

ments.

5 —3 NP VP

WP —) 5.““’; IP.

-~ ar’

Y

vP — V (¥P)

These rules will generate 8 diagram ol the form {llustrated in

Figure 3.

-and the non-terminal symbols -~

The terninrl symbols--N, vV.b, ¥

P, VP-- represent svptactin categories.
g vhich, for everv terminal

If ve formulated &

8, :
suh-comnonent conteining rule
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

syntactic category, supplied a set of one or more semantic

features, for exsmple K case relationships, the operation of such

8 sub-component would convert the diagram of Figure 3 into that

of Figure k.

(AGTNT) (CAUSF) T

(1oTIOY) D ‘
(RRACTIV™)

If an AGENTive noun is semantically prior to its action or
effect and if we adopt the convention that cerantic priorities
-:{11 ha rcnresented in decrcasing order from left to right in
a diacram, it is anpropriste that AGENT should appear as the
Then, the sub-component nust reasd the syntactic

leftmost N.
configuration snd guarantee the accurate placement of semantic

labels withir. the syntactic diagran.
“hile Figure b would, with the insertion of the correct
lexical items, account for sentences (1) ana (3),»1t would not
account for the other related sentences. However, a further
aﬁplication of the syntactic phrese structure rules and subse-

quent oreration of our required sub component could produce the
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structure in Figure S.h

hHenceforth {lluatrative sentences will be referred to by
& numeral enclosed in parertheses; fllustrative figures, by the
term "Figure" and a numeral. S

Figure 5
s
.... \\
- ~—
yp
v P
,/’}‘~\\ (CAUSE) I
1P yo
. V/\ /\VP
(acET) (%) /\ /\ |
| v
JoHn uge I (Inqwru- | (REACTIVF) (r1iomIOM)
the  MENT) the ]
i door opan
key

This diagram has the advantage that all of the semantic elements
have an order vhich conforms to the semantic structure of our
gentenceas {f the diasram is read from left to right. It accounts
tor {1). in which the INSTRUMENT is unspecified and does not
appesr and in vhich CAUSE ie incorporated; {2), in which the
AGENT {s unspecified and CAUSE is again incorporated; (3), in
which both AGENT and INSTRUMENT are unsovecified and CAUSE
incorporated: (i in which INSTRUMENT 18 rendered as & preposi-

tional varisnt and CAUSE incorporated; and, finally, (5), in
171
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vhich all elements except CAUSE, whicer is incorporated, are
superficially present. Additionally, this structure contains
the sub-structure which accounts for (5):
(€) John used the key
Our rules will generate not only the diapmiam of Fipure 5
but also that of Fisure €, below. How are we to determine vhich
diepram is a more isumorphic representation of the semantic

structure of (1)-(5)?

[21

p
/
/\VP (1 P .

rP D n
| | S ——. vith | ( INSTRUMENT)
i v 1P the I
(AG};:HT) (causr) I key
John 8
,»——‘*’_ﬂ’. ~‘-“‘v\-
P VP
T j
D ot v
! (RTACTIVE) (:'0TI0N)
the
door oven

The answer must be in the way the diapran is "read." 1In

Figure G we "read" 'hat the AGENT CAUSES X vhere "¥" is "the door
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to open."5 Moreover, we "read" that the entire unit--"John's

% The relevant facts involved in the "readine" of a dia-
gram are the following: first, NP's have "§¢" force--whether
they are simple or complex, NP's can be "read" as the pronominal
"3¢". gecond, V's are read simply in the form of their semantic
content. Figure 5, then, is read at the highest level as "it
cause(d) 1t" where the first "it" equals "John use{(d) the key"
and the second ™" equals "the door open{ed)."

cauzing the door to open"--is "with the key." Clearly, this is
not the meaning of (4) or eny of the other sentences in our set.
Further, use caurot be substituted for "sith." The diagram in
Figure 61is a configuration suited for a CONITATIVE relationship,

not an INSTRUMENTal one.

There are, in addition, a number of configurations more
1n keeping with the meaning of (4). One of these is represented

in the folloving figure:
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Flgure 7

S
/ .

P VP
', / T —
i v NP
(AGI‘.INT) {CAUSE) I
S
John //\
NP \%2
A”—’\\\\ ///k“‘\~
D ¥ v NP
| (INSTRU- (CAUSE) ]
the MENT) s
| TN
key N VP

,a-—“"""\“~s |
N v
(REACT*VE) (MOTION)

ﬂ.—U

door open

A choice betveen Figure 5 and Figure 7 i9 more difficult since
the order elements i8 the same for Luth. The dependency
relationships differ ag do the relative complexities of the two
diagrans. Again, the "resding"” must be decisive in the cholce.
Beginninr from left to richt end from top to hottom, we can

read: "John cause(d) {t" where "{t" includes "the key,"
Mcause(d)," and "the door open(ed}". "the key cause(d) it"

where "it" includes "the door" and "open(ed)." 'e can now
raise the aquestion vhether the followirr paraphrases are seranti.
cally well-forred:

i. Thre door opened
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31. The key caused the door to open

111, John caused the key to cause the dcor to open

iv. John caused the key to open the door
iv., which incorporates the second occurrence of "CAUSBE" into
open, is a more accentable form of iii. Fven if these para-
phrases of Figure T were all semantically well-formed--ve can
question the validity of the key causing ~we have no way of
accounting for the "with" of (4) and the "use" of (5) if they
are fundamental semantic units within the sentence end not
merely superficial syntactic signals. '"e might claim that "with"

6

is purely reletional--without reference “--as we did in Chapter

4

“rhe term "reference' is baeed on the following concept:
some lexical item or pre-lerical unit may be said to refer when
it has an isomorphic conmection to an object, ection, state, or
event in the world as perceived by the mind of the speaker~
hearer. The term REFERENT as it is used later in this chapter
is based on thias concept in contradistinction to the concept
AELATION, hich corresponds only to a set of semantic connce-
tives with which the mind ie eble to ornanize various REFERENTs
into cognitive sets.

II: and that, since case relations arae I lebels without inde-
pendent status in the diagrams, the preposition "with" and
other purely relational units are only realizations of M labels,
Two prodblems arise from this claim. First, the status of

"use" in Figure % is Queationable since, as a variant of the

INSTRIRIENTal "with," it ought to derive from aome N label
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while Figure 5 shows it as an independent V. Second, "CAUSE"
should not appear independently under a V since it is rela-
tional and not referential, but rather as a label on some N,
consistent with the method of hesndling case relations.

In an attempt to overcome these difficulties we could
hypothesize that the relational units avpearins under V's
signal the relationship between the preceding and followins
IIP's, that the relational units apnearins as ! labels signal
the relationship between those M's and the referentiai content

of the nearest V.7 In our cxample only the rightmost V is

Tre must be the nearest V since more complex diasrams
would naturelly present the vroblem of determining which V is
in what particular relationship to which II.

referential: ("1OTION). Thus, all of the M's would bear their
labeled relationships to V--(MOTION)--open. '"Use" or "with,"
being relational, signals the relationship between "John" and
"the key" while the label AGENT signals the relationship
between "John" and "open" and IVSTRUMMT sipnals that between
"the %ey" and "open." Consequently, "CAUSE™ relates the NP,
"John used a key,™ to the !'P, "the door opened." This solution
is. however, obviously ad hoc and only nartially effective
sirce there is still the provlen that "'s are referential and
lateled relational vhile V's, in this latest prorosal, may
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not be referential if labeled reletional.

There are further difficulties with this Bystem. such as
the status of the VP and the fact of &an imposed semantics on en
essentially syntactic basas, Llet us look at Fillmore's uase

grammar8 to determine how well it sorts out the semantic functions

BFillmore. “The Case for Case."

of reference and relation. 8ince Fillmore would view open as
a simple rather than a complex verd, the followirs diagram

reprasents the case grammar "deep structure" of (hL).
Pigure §

B

M/," "\\
lt v '//7?\7 0
ras
| /A\ ~ N\ /

~
open ¥ I*|TP r }TP\ ¥ NP
/ /
by T with ? n J ?/\\\N

John the ey the danor

Rere, while the case labels--O(bjective), A(gentive), I{nstiu-
mental)- -technically desipmate the relations, the presentational

appearance suggests that K(esus, or cese rarker) might be
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

adapted to assurz the relational function, leaving the "'s and
V to assume the referential function. If we use Fillmore's
device for complex P({roposition)s, namely that O{bjective) may
be optionally rewritten as S{entence), we can represent our own
conclusions about the complex nature of open in the following

manner:

" —PL=><
| e R T
past v

(cavse) ¥ NP K m S
| I VAN
by bl with D nwM P
I ool /N
John the key ¢ V O
N
oven X NP
/\
D N
[
the door

Hewever, even thoush the diagram is clear enouch, "John" is now
Agentive with respect to the V, CAUCE," which {s itself rela-
tional, Indeed, it wrould be necessary to rodify this syotem to
account for. in this case, the A's being related to the Vv, "open™:
and to note, as before, that smme ¥'s &are relational by label and

gome referential. At this point, it would seem that all efforts



to label syntactic categories with semantic relations have
failed.
Let us turn to the possibility of postulating s set of
generative rules which contein distinct relational and referen-
tial semantic categories that are labeled at scme point in the
senhence derivation with ayntactic category information.
Clearly, this underteking must be viewed as very tentative and
preliminary. The fundamental categories could be the followinsg:
EVENT: THEE PRIMITIVE PRODUCT OF LINGUISTIC OPERATION--THE
COGHITIVE PERCEPTION OF TWO REFERENTS AS THEY ARE
BROUGHT TOOETHER BY A PARTICULAR RELATION INTO A
COGNITIVE SEMANTIC OFT

REFERENT: THE COGNITIVE, PERCEPTUAL UNIT WHICH HAS SO'E
ISOMORPHIC CONMECTTOX TO AN CBJECT, ACTION, STATE
OR EVENT IN THE WORLD AS PFRCEIVED BY THE MIND OF
THE SPFAKER~HRARFR

RELATICN: THE COGNITIVE, PERCEPTUAL UNIT VITH VWHICH T{'E I'IND
ORGANIZES VARIOUS REFERENTS INTO COGUWITIVE SEMANTIC
SETS: FVEITS

First, every RELATION requires two REFFRENTial coordinates,
Second, certain RFFERENTs, for example, concrete odjects, are

nominal at the deepest syntactic level?; others, for example,

9Bynchron1ce11y, concrete objects are always fundamentally
nouns. However, through the process of derivation, nouns are
converted into superficiclly functional verbs- converoely,
fundamental verbs are converted i