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L} PREFACE

The material contained harein is a revision and expansion of °

. Roles and Relations in Lanquage Deep Structure, Studies. in Language

“Education, Report fo. 9, March 1974, ' )
That Feport represeéted the author's attempt to synthesize his own

1deas with ideﬁg-drqwn from Chomsky and Fillmore. It was obviougly—a

fragmentary treatment of semantic roles and relations in language structure,

-

The present study reflects the author's furtheé—effOrts tp synthesize
ideas drawn from various theorists. It has been especially influenced
‘by- the Qork of Schlesinger and Chafe. It also incorperates additional ]
ideas from the work of«fjlﬂmore;_ A

In this study, a distinction is made between semantic constructs
encoding events and ihosq\encdding states. Iﬁ this revjséd,ﬁodéT,'the
‘basal component of’ihe grqﬁmar—géneratés constructs, Which’cbnsistésf a

. modality index and a proposition. The proposition consists of related

basal constituents and their respective semantic roles. The operative
-component assigns- grammatical functions to basais,,categorizes them;as
:nouns, verbs, etc., supplies syﬁtactic features and functors, and determ?nés
the sequential -order of elements in overt sentences. The expressive com-
ponent contains phonological (or graphic) elements and rules. '
The revisions assume the primacy of semantic structuire in language,

as did the earlier version. It seems unnecessary.to call attention to

the fact that this version, like the earlier one, is highly tentative
; /

and fragmentary.




Part I

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND ‘ C

The thédry of transformational-generative grammar formulated By
Cﬁomsky'(1957) emphasized the primacy of synfax in linguistics. This
theory was subsequently modified and revised by Chonisky himself énd,others.
and alternative theoretical concepts have been'propoged. In the present
essay, suggestions are offéréd fo}*further\modification. revision, and
synthesis of certain aspects of linguistic tﬁeo;y.

The.modified theory stated by'Chomsky (1965) maintains the emphasis
on syntax. It e1$borates the distinction between: deep structurétgnd
surface structure of lahqdage anq clearly di§tiﬁguishes;the:syntactic

;compénent from the semantic and phonological components. %he—syntactic
-component is div?ded int0'§g§é;aﬁd 1yansformationa1—subcomponents; and;

‘the base~is further-divided into a categorial subcomponent and a 1ex1¢on.:
The semant%q and éhonoiogicaﬂ components are regarded- as “pﬁne]y—jnter-.
pretive." fDeep—structurés, which,afe—génerated—by the—baék‘bf—the~SyntaCt1ﬁ
comﬁonent,—énter the- semantic COﬁponent aﬁd rgceive:semahfic 1nte%pretations;
Transformétionai rules serve to map deep structures into-surface stfuptuﬁgg,
—wﬁ1ch:are—g1ven phbnetig interpretation by the phono]ogica]vrules.

Further -revision and'extensiOanf'generativa-trangformafiona] theory
resulted from the attempt EyLLakoff (1970) to explain ex;eptions to syntac-
tic regularity. Lakoff's proposed mechanism for excéﬁf%onsrled to ques- ‘
zioning of the distinction Chomsky had made between syntax and- semantics

and of the concept of a deep structure distinct from semantic representation. )

The form of grammar resulting from Lakoff's investigétionrreblaCes Chomsky's-

,categorial'SubcomDOnenf and lexicon with two- systems of generative rules.




o

One -of these systems defines the class of possible semantic représentations,

and ‘the other restricts the class of possible -surface structures.
' A

In his>prefatory comments,'Lakoff enumerates 'some implications of
"his proposed exception—mechanism He thinks it would:

(1) allow certaln sentences to be der1Ved from underlying structures

that more closely reflected their semant1c representations; (2). per-~

mit one to reformulate transformational rules by removing idiosyn<

cratic restrictions, thus permitting transformations in one language

to resemble more closely transformations: in other 1anguaqes and

{3) ‘permit the base rules to be simplified, seeminq1y in the -direc-
-—"""tion of providing universal base rules (p

These 1mp11cations are ,obviously re1ated to the quest for linguistic

-universals, a-quest Whlchiwas furthered: by Fillmore (1968) in his statements

' céhcernjng an: underlying set of "caselike relations" that determine syntac-

tic and semantic relations. in é11-n51urq1’]anguagesr

F111more briefly. reviews the recent history of specu1at1on on- language
universa‘s He recognizes the d)st1nction between syntact1c,rg1ations,ang
:sequentiaI'order df constituents and saySE, "A common -assumption is that _
the Lniveréa1:basé specifies the—neéded svntactic re1atibns,'but the assign-
ment of sequent1a1 order to‘the constituents of - base structures is 1anquage
spec1f1c" (p. 1)V A11us1on is ‘made to the appea1s for sequence-free repre~
—sentat1gn> of upiversal dgeprstnucguhe that haVe,been made by Halliday
—(;1’955,') and: Tesniere (1959). ‘ |

FilTmore argues convincingly that the*gnammaticg} notion case deserves
a place in the base component -of the gramharvof every 1@nguagg.A He- calls

for "a conception of base structure in which case re1atioﬁshﬁps are primi-

tive terms of the theory and in which such concepts as 'subject’ and: 'divect .

object' are miSsinb"—(pp. 2-3).
,The,modiffcat{od of linguistic theory proposed by -Fillmore includes

the conceptual framework interpretation of case systems, with a clear




distinction between deep and surface structure. In his.view the’basé—
steucture of the sentence consists of a verb and one or more noun phrases,
and each noun phrase in the base structure is associated with the verh in

a particular case reiationshin. He suggests two major constituents of
-base structure: modality and proposition.._Moda11ty includes negdt{bn;'
tense mood; and aspect. Proposition is "a tenseless set of relationships
involving: verbs. and nouns {and ‘embedded sentences, if there are any)" p.
23, Fillmore 1dent1f1es six case not1ons agentive, 1nstrumenta1 datiVe,
factitive, 1ocat1ve, and objective; and he recognizes the need for addi-
t1ona1 cases, such as benefactive, com1tat1ve and témporal;

-According to -Fillmore: "The case notﬁons,comprdse a set’ofiunivetsa1’
presumably innate, concepts which identify certain: types of judgments human
‘beings. are- capab]e of -making about the events that are going on around- them,
judgments,about,such matters as who did it, who it happened to, and what
got cnanged" {p. 24).

The analysis of semantic structure formulated by Chafe (1970)-was
influsnced by Fillmore's theory -of case relationships. fChafe_takes the -
position that a sentence is built around a predicative element (semantic .
verb),. which 1s- usually accompanied by one -or more nominal elements (seman~.
tic nouns) These -elements are reflected typ1ca11y in- surface verbs and
nouns. *Heaassumes that the human -conceptual universe is dichotomized ini-
tially into the two major areas represented by these- two kinds of e1ements.
The area of the'verb embraces states -and events; the area of the noun-
enbraces things. Since the verb determines what the rest of the sentence
is like, the'yerb—is-assumed’to=Be central apd;thefnounxperiphera].

* Chafe attempts to accountlfor certain, éas1c differences between the

N /
semantic structures of selected 111ustrat1ve sentences.

In’sentences such




- such as "The wood dried," “Michael ran," and. "Michael dried the wood"

-express something someone does, and the -agent -noun specifies the performer

. -,\‘ N
-of action.. In sentences such as “"Michael dried the wood" the verb s both

,a:knife),,comp1ement*(Tdm'ranaa~r§ce),,and Tocation (The knife is-in the

as "The wood is dry" and "The rope is tight" a .noun (wood; roge) is said.
to be jn a certain state or condition (gﬁx, tiqht).— The verb is specified

as a state and it is accompanied by a noun which is its patignt. , Sentences

contain verbs which are not specified as states. A nonstate is an event,

which can be distinguished from a state in that it answers the question

What happened? Nonstate verbs are not all alike: Some deal with pro- -
r/ - .

cesses, some with actions, and some with both processes and actions. In

a process. a patient noun changes its state or condition. Action verbs

e

a process and an -action. As a process it involves a change in ‘the condi-
t{on<o% a patient noun; as an éctiopﬁiﬁzéXPresées what the—ageﬁt noun does.
With. the -exception of ambient sehteﬁCe§N£Ji's 1qte5;Ith—ra§n1ng), every
séﬁtence—contains a patient noun or an agent noun-or both. .

In addition to the noun-verb relations. of patiqﬂ; and’agént, Chafe
suggests the following”relations: -experiencer (Ig@jwanted a drink)i

beneficiary (Mary gave Tom the tickets), instrument (Tom cut the rope with

box): Commenting on ‘these seven relations, which are not necessarily all

that exist, Chafe says:

Six of these relations--all but instrument--are determined by- the
presence within the verb of a certain selectitnal unit. ‘A state.or
process -dictates the presence of -a patient noun. An action verb
dictates- an ‘agent noun. An- éxperiential verb -calls for arf experi-
encer, -a benefactive verb & beneficiary, a completable vérb a com-
-plement, and a locative verb a location. #An instrument noun -depends
basically on the presence of an.action-process verb, .although such’
a-verb does not reauire the accompaniment of -an instrument“'(p.‘ﬂ64).

. . . AN
Schlesinger (1971), in an attempt to account for/phé—stﬁucture of
/
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child language, formulateda model of sentenceiproductfon and conprehension.
Although this model is not‘a grammar per se, it has more 1nxcommon with
Chafe's system than with Chomsky's. According to Schlesinger, psychofcdie
cal generation of a sentence does not begin with anythinn corresponding \

'djrect1y to the symbol S. It begins rather with .the speaker's?intention X

. ] N
to express something. Thus, the germ of the sentence is the part of the .°

s
. . A o -
speaker's intention which he means to express in words: Sch1es1nger'srfpew

verbal representation is an input (1) marker as contrasted with Chomsky's

phrasé (P) marker. 1 markers become -sentences by means of realization

rules. These realization rules determine sequential position .and gramma-

-

%ica1'cateqofy of each element in the I marker. H1erarch1ca1 structure

" in sentences can be accounted for by the ordered ap911cation of . two or more

/

position rules, and transformations of order—can-be managedbymak1n?ream

Tization rules conditional. /

The T marker for "John catches the red ball" jncludes the conceptions ,

indicated by John, catch, red, and ball. It also includes theettriLutive_

—re1ation.bf red to ball, the object ré1at}on of the red ball to catches,

and the*agent relation of John to catches the'red'ba11;, In SthTesinger's

view, the I markers -of sentences, -concepts, and re1at1ons are determined-by

cognitive capacrty. They are presumed to be universal and innate, but not

. specifically linguistic nor peculiarly human.
|

Schlesinger's modeﬁ\was,désjgned—to—deal specifically with- utterances

+

in child language. In- the two-word utterances he examined, he found. the

e
following relations expressed: agent and action (Mail-come), action .and

object (See sock), agent and object (Eve lunch), mbdifier and head (Pretty

boat), negation and X (ilo wash), X and dative (Throw daddy),,introducer‘and .

X (See poy), ‘and X and locative (Baby highchair).
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Part 1D ' T

ROLES, RELATIONS, AND CONSTRUCTS -

‘

In the present essay, the proposed modifications of linéuistfc theory

have been influenced by Sch]esinger’§ model, as well as Chafe's and Fill-

~—__ -more's, The attempt is made to bring'toggther what appear to be valid

—

e

,cdﬁébbtsxfrom various theorists. Chomsky's distiﬁction between deep and
surface stfuéture is assumed to be valid in.pripc1p1e, but -his syntactic,

’§§ﬁéntic,,and pﬁono]bgica] componghtsare-rgarranged. Chafe's view of
semantic structure_is.assumed to be essenfig]ly‘correct, but certain

changes both in terminology aqd concepts are proposed. F111more‘s,ei§1p=

l - X
sion of Subject,ldirect objecq,'étc“ from the base structure is approved, A

and it is further proposed that syntactic categories (noun, verb, etc.)

" be also excluded from the bgée, The need for specifying an underlying: set
of caselike relatiops is recognized, and this need is met by spe¢$ﬁyingi'-
semantic units ca]fed,jglgg, ,

The rationale for specifying roles is related to the fundimental

. -concept of structure.. In brief, a structure consists of parts in rethiqn

to one another; the relation is defined by the roles of the parts. For

example, the family is a structured entity composed of individuals, and each:‘

individual has a role which defines his relation to others in'tﬁe family.
rﬁAﬁwan:has the- role of father, onanfihe,ro1e of mother, a boy thg role of
- sbn,_andF§1r1 the role of daughter. But within the structure of the
family there are substructures. In the conjugal relationship the mén,has
the role of -husband, and the woman has the role of wife. In the sibling
relationship the boy has the role of brbther,,énd the .girl has the-T01840f

sister. The relationships of individuals to one another are defined by the
. . \

\ 6 \




‘ ] roles of the individuals, and the same individuals take ditferent roles in

different relationships.

N

The .analogy of family structure with language structure is not perfect,
A .
‘ oj/eour‘é, but it does iilustrate the need for role identification in
- a . . .'
specifying relations of constituent parts. Since role is basic to the\

concept of relation, it follows that role identification is necessary for
) . N

precision in describing the relations of elements in semantic structures.

Since the concept of role can be applied to entities underlying verbs as.

V' well as nouns; analysis based on role identification is potentially more

“ BN
exact than ana]§s1s based on case re]at1ons Thus the exp]anatory efficacy

of a theory of -gemantic retat1ons can be enhanced by recognizing ro1es as.
semantic units. | The importance of caselike relations s not—d1m1n1sheq}

'hft these re]atidxs ahe'prec?se]y defined by specifying the roles of -basal

2

const1tuents ’ \ o v

¥ The dnput for\11ngu1stnc encod1ng is 1dent1f1ed at the perceptual

A

Heve] Perceived e&egts and s;gges_are encoded at the basal linguistic 7'
]eve] as structuned\ent1t1es uh1ch may -be Aeferred to as constructs. The
s . output at the overt feve1, after approp;1ate syntactic and phono1ogica1 \
7 elements are’supp11ed, is the structured 1nnqu1st1c ent1ty—ca11ed:the

‘sontences Language is thus viewed as be1wg d1V1ded for purposes of dis- o

x4

cussion, into three comoonents ‘a basa] iomponent an perative component

and an- xpress1ve component

: v The basat component generates constructs, which consist of a- odalitx
1ndex and a proo051t1on The modality index distinguishes assertlons from
quer1cs, requests, uppos1t1o;s ‘etc., depend1nq on how the event or state

is viewed; it a]sé distinguishes negation from aff1rmat1on non- cont1nu1nq

fnom continuing operations, anp non—current from current states and eve ¢s. °




The propos1t1on consists of re]ated basal const1tuents and the1r respective

-~

roles. The relations’ of these basa]s in the propos1t1on are defined by

their respective ro1es Basa]s may also be related w1th1n subconstructs,

o~

which take roles as const1tuents‘ef‘pronos1t1ons in the larger constructs.,
2 Ro]es that may occur in constructs encod1nq states 1nc1ude attrxbute

c]assif1cat1on nom1nation and possessor These ro]es ac;ompany_basals,

underlying wards referr1ng respectively to qua|1ties, classes, names and "
; "owners" of th1ngs (an1mate, 1nan1mate and abstract entities are included
.:§ ., in things). The object ro1e\ wh1ch 1s semant1ca1]y neutra1, occurs’ 1n
. '

_constructs encod1no non- amb1ent states and may also occur in cons7rucfs
N
: ~

\ \

\ encod1nq events.

Iy Constndcts -encoding events may have as central role either ngEeSS—drx?
| action. The prdcess role is assoc1 ted with change of state and- Lhe action
role with activity. A separate, des1anat1on is needed for the role assoc1ated
'yith_activity that,resu]ts in a change of state; for want of a—beﬁter'term,
affect is used to designate that role. " The patient Fole is associated with
something that undergoes a chanqe of state and the agent role.with -the
1nit1ator of act1v1ty -The instrument role accompanies basals underlying -

=
¥

words referring to the means—by\which SOmethinq is done. Roles of time

+

//
\\and 1ocat1on are associated with wgrds and ph{ises indicating temporal and
N
s at1a] orientation. '
p ‘\7 . ) 77“\
‘Spme of the roles Tisted above may occur either with basals or with-

.

subconstructs. Additional roles assoeiated:primarily—with subconstructs

SN

. . * .)

are cause, condition, and degree. The 1list of roles is obviously incomplete,
. - N * ! To--

and -both the names and: the descnintions may require revision. Nevertheless,

. . A .
the incomplete list provides a mecans of accounting for the semantic structures

\
\

. )

. » " i 1
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‘underlying a variety of sentences. The following outline is illustrative:

r
.

I. A semantic construct may encode a state or an event.

A. A state may consist of:
, 1. “attribute and-object (The ball is pretty).
2. classification and object (The ba]l is a toy);

. nomination and objéct {That is a' ball);
possessor and object (The ball is Pat s)

1
i

process and patient. (The baby. grew);
. action and agent (The baby wolked);
. affect, patient, and o . ! 2r bathed the baby);
1nstrument¢(w1th acle " leeation (in the kitchen)
-and t1me (this.morning) tiay also be included.

3
4.
B. An event may consist of :
1.
2
3

-

A semantic subconstruct has a role which defines its relation.
to the larger construct of which it is.a part (e.g., the role
of condition accompanies the subgonstruct underlying if he
could-in "The baby would walk 1f ‘he -could").

An adequate 1ist of roles would perm1t formu]ation of a set of

-generdative rules. Such rules m1ght take tﬁe followingorm: |

4

1. ‘Construct --€> loja11ty + Proposit1on

Stat
2. Proposition ---> {Evgng

y Attribute ‘l
. \ Classification . L\ AL
State ---> ¢ iomination | * 0bject
. _Possessor V\/)
i ‘ \\‘\

, . Process +.Pat{ent : ?
4. Event --3 ¢ Action + Agent! : Pd
. . Affect + -Patient + Agent )5

-

.'(’ L 5
The operative component is -divided into subcomponents, one of which

ass1gus;granmatica1 fuhctﬁdﬁs (subject,,predicatOr,,direct'object,,etc;)
to basal\const1tuents and cateqorizes them: as nouns, verbs, adject1Ves or
adverbs, Ase secqgg\subcomponent supplies syntactic features .d" functors.
-Rules determining sequent1a1 nosition of elements 1n,overt structure also \\
belong to the operative compnnéh;i\\ -

/

Jpp——
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‘\\’ ' The expressive conponent consists primarily of phonological elements
/ \ .
I and'ru]es but 1t is v1ewed broad]y enough to include graphic and other-
/ AY
B . forms of Kinquistic express1on /$1nce this essay is primari]y cokserned
with semantic and- synbact]c,structure, no attempt is made here to deal
with~the expression component in deteil. '

‘The refat?onshipsiof the components to one another and to the overt

sentence -are illGstrated in the diagram below. B
o' - ! ) o !-:
‘ta / K . 7
C S ] Sentence. |
T B ittt e i Y
: ) //// Basal Component Cperative Component Expressive Component
T / | I — T ]
: ji': Modality t . Function and _: ' Phonological :
) ) ) : >, 'Category > Elements and I N
‘o . Proposition- 0 o Rules .
I (Basals and ! | Features and ' ,
- | “Subconstructs ! Functors . \
' and their :’ > >, |
‘- 1 -Roles) ! Sequence Rules ' =
i Co T /o

A- pract1ca] nrob1em arises from the- need for unique symbo]s to
represent basal const1tuents in exp]anatory diagrams of a1ﬂ avai]able
alternatives, the least objectionable seems to’be a—system of alphabetic/' , ’
representat1on modified to dist1ngu1sh symbo]s'?or basa]s from. ‘symbols- | ;

~ for overtly expressed words Thus,:the basal constituents underlying

words will be represented by upper case letters in diagrams showing

] sentence derivations. I1lustrative examples are given in the following
: paragraphs. ‘ o
T - - The construct underlying "The baby wa]ked"—éncodes an -event rather

than a state. fhe modality index indicates that the event is viewed as

' actual rather than potential, an assertion rather then,a”query, an




4
> i
. i

" /

4

affirmation rather than a negation; and that it is not current nor con-

N

tinuing. The proposition is made up of two basal constituents and their

\

rotes:. WALK, with action role, and BABY, with agent rdneg

VvoIn the'opera§1Ve component, WALK -is assigned predicator function and

\

pgsitionlz in sequential order. It is categorized as a verb and the past

;énse su#fix;-ED'is suppiied. BABY is assigned subjeét@fpnction; with ¢

position 1 in sequential order. It is categorized as a noun and is accom-

,panied by the definite article THE. Appropriéte'phono1ogjca1 elements and '

rules are added in the expressive component to produce the overt sentence.

The derivation of "The baby walked" is represented in part in the

)
fo11ow1ng d1agram

Construct //:///’“’/
Basal A 7 - . !
_Compunent: Modality * . Proposition
~query ¢ ‘ >
-potential T
-negation !
-continuing. Action gent
-current © WALK BABY-
Oﬁerative- . ) .
Compenent: Declarative - . Predicator 2- SubJect 1
Verb Noun:ﬂ
Past Tense Suffix /-ED/ Pefinite
' Artic]e /THE/
Exﬁressive
Component: (Appronriate phono]ogica1 elements. and rules) »
L T R D TRt ol ol d od chniadiedodadboindodadedheiadadiathnthadnd _" ’’’’’’’ Jl""""""{'""': ------------- Eaddashad ol
- ) \ /
Sentence: The baby -waiked. :
ll = 2 4

The sentence "Is the baby walking?" has the same basal constituents

o

| 35) ‘ '
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an;nro1es as "The baby wa1ked " Tﬁeldifferences between the two sentences
are accounted for in the modaT\Ey 1ndex and in the operative component.

The modality 1ndex for "Is the baby wa]king’" 1nd1cates query of a current ’
and continuing event. The operative component indicates an- interrogative
- sentence with progressive aspect and present tense,

v

suffix éiNG and the auxiliary BE.

It also supplies the
The aux111ary is given position 1 in
f—~vsequent1a1 order and the verb is given position 3.

o

The following d1agram represenus the derivation of "The baby 1s

happy
4 Construct
Basal / -
Component: Modality ) ~ Proposition T
-query > AN :
-potential o —
-negation - Attribute . ,
+current ‘HAPPY )
Qperative ’ h
Componént: ’Declarative « Predicative 3 Subject 1.
Adjective Noun
Present Tenser Copula /BE/ 2 ‘ Definite
;\ e Art1c1e /THE/
Expressive f
Component: (ApprOpr1ate phono1ogica1 eiements a-ﬂ ru1es)
-—--—--—-"--—-—-— —---—-----‘----"-----?"? -------------------------------- L2 \
Sentence: :

4 Theﬁbaby is happy
,71,

b1 {2 bogpy. . J

The construct encodes -a state rather than ﬁheevent, and the state is
perceived as current. The proposition has two/basals:
\

'semantically neutrz}

BABY with. the

role of .object, and'HAPPyrwith,attribute,ro1e. HAPPY

i

16

o

]
— e

. \\\




is categorized as adjective, with predicative function. The predicator
function is served by the copula BE.

The sentence "The happy baby walked" resu]ts from a construct whose
_proposition 1nc]udes a subconstruct. The derivation is represented in

the fo1low1ng diagram (component labels are omitted in order to save space)

Construct
\,

e

N
Hodality Proposition
‘;.query . N . i
-potential:
. =negation. - ) .
-=continuing  -Actiofi’ o Agent
=current WALK - Subconstruct

Declarative Predicator 2 ! | Subject 1
o Verb- i | Houn-Phrase
Past: Tense- Suffix /-ED/ 1

»

o

Attribute ;' Object
'hAPPY / -

'Hod1f1er b
Adjective

- Def1n1te
Article /THE/ la

Sertence: The,hégpy:baby—walked.
T i 2

The subconstruct has two basal cbnstituents:' BABY, with object ‘role,
and HAPPY, with attribute role. HAPPY is categbcizedras an -adjective with
modifier fhnction, and BABY is categorized as a noun with head function.

Together they make up a structure categorized as a noun phrase with subject
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function.x The seqdence of elements in the noun phrase is indicated by the
letters a, b, and c.

Similarly, other syntactic struqtures—such as subordinate clauses and-
participle phféses would be—der?ved'from ponsthuctEnéohtqining'subtonstructs.
-Each subconstruct would have its 5Qn role in basai structure; 5ts function,
cétegory, and sequnnt1a1 pos1tion would be determined by the operat1Ve
;component ‘

D1fferences between "It is qood that the baby laughs" and "That the
- baby 1aughs is good" are accounted for in the operative component. "That |

‘the baby laughs is good" is derived/as follows:

Construct
- -~ h 7

Modality <, Proposition
-quef‘y . . , _ - . <
-potential ‘ — ‘ ~.
-negative Attribute N Object -
+current GOOD ) Subconstruct
‘Declarative . Predicative 3 * ; ;nijSUbjé%i—l
’ : Adjéective. Noun- Clause
Present Tense Copula /BE/ 2 - Relative -
L . /THAT/
Actidn Agent
LAUGH: BABY
e A P A SO
-“Predicator 1b . Subject la
Verbs} Noun
Suff1x /-S/ Definite _
. —Art1c1e /THE/
. (Appropriate phono!oqica1 e1ements -and ru1es)
Sentence: That ‘the baby laughs is good.ﬁn' B ‘
R 773

18
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'BABY—and LAUGH tombine in a subconstruct with object role. The result-
ing noun clause, 1ntroduced by the relative functor THAT, functions as
subject of the uvert sentence A
;// "Itl!S good that the baby Taughs" has the same basal component as

“That the baby laughs is good." The different operative component is
111u§tratedbe]ow.

Construct .
) / \ ' L,
' ‘,-”‘//', - \ \
e, <Y
Modality Propositiony
:query 7F/"—+_~—f4;”l%
" -potential T 7

-negative Attribite . . Object
tcurrent :G00D- Suoconstruct

Declarative Predicative 3 Comp1ement 4
: , Adjective /Noun Clause-
Present Tense Copula /BE/ 2 Pelative
/ , - /THAT/
/ h Action Agent
/ _ LAUGH BABY

SEm e mEmsEmmmmmes e st em e oo ek or e m

/ \ i Predicator 4b  Subject 4a
Aeooo! . Verb Noun
7. - :Sufﬁix;(rS]~ Pefinite

. ‘Article /THE/
Subject 1 . .
Expletive 41T/

----—-—---_—_----—~-——-~-----_—-~---—~--—-~---—--_-—_——--_-—_——--n-——---».

O 0 e P s e 0 e 0 O s O e s _——---~----——~----_~--—_——~----~--é———;-a--
= * ~ T

Sentence: It is good that the haby laughs.
T2 737 3 B

~

The expletive IT, which- functions as subject of the -overt sentence,

‘has no equivalent in the basal component and is ‘therefore represented. as

: originatingiin the operative component. Jhat the baby laughs is--a noun
R , ‘ e = t .

19
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clause functioning as homplement of the predicative adjective and is

assigned position 4 in the overt sentence.

Lldey’

W




Part III

APPLICATIONS IN TEACHING AND RESEARCH

~
~

The‘proposed'modifiCations in 1{nguistic theory have numerous

fmplications for- research in’ Ianguage related areas, The proposed divtsion

into basa1 operat1vg, and expressive components allows a clear focus on

semantic structure, and recognition of role as a semantic unit permits.

I

precision in ana]ys1s of semant1c constructs,

] o A ' - \

"The fact that the same’ construct can. take different overt forms
/ accounts for the poss1b111ty»ofvstylist1c diversity in language. Some;

times the~OVert d1fferencesvresu1t from optional rules ‘governing sequential:

/
order -of e1ements, sometimes. from-optional insertion of functora, somet1mes

froa opt10na1 suppression of basals, etc. ‘Conversely, the fact-thétfdif}
'ferent'constructs can sometimes take identical overt forms accounts for the
—possibjéity of’structuraﬁ ambiguity-in Janguage. Thus, the distinction
betégénconstructs and sentences haS—imp1jcations for some of tho’practica]:
—progTems that ariso—in ‘teaching language.

-Since- the ability to perceive events and states and. to-encode them in

7 4 —_—

~semantic constructs is universally shared;byr1angyagé,use;c:,thé”basa]
component of language cannot be regarded as -language specific. The,semantic
-elements 1mp1jcit in modality and'in—the basal constituents. and -their roles
may  be assumed to vary little, if any, from one language to- another The
grannmt1ca1 features and functors derived from the operative component

and- the phono]ogica1 elements and rules. from the -expressive -component account
for most of the differences among languages, -as -well as differences. among
different dialects of the same 1anquage The- possibility’of describing a

basal component -common to all natural Janguages has implications- for research-

17
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in teaching and'1earning second languages and dialects. It also has impli-

cations for research in the feasibility of using computers .in language |

-

trans1ation :

In a fundamental sense, sentences are viewed as ]ingu{stic ootput;‘
but once uttered; they become events in percéptoal and cognitive experi-‘
ence. Thus, it is possible that a Tanguage may be influenced by feedback
from its -own overt forms. If the ‘environment in which a spec1f1c Tanguage
_evolves either'encouraqes or discourages the perception .and coohitive
K processing of certain kinds of ohenonena . the capacity of that 1anguage\\
to. deal efficiently with such phenomena may be altered accordingly. To
some- extent, a language both shapes:and is shaped by—the ‘experiences o
its users. T i /‘

In the normal course of ‘language-acquisition: and deve1ooment the child
“begins with: great potentia] but limited experience and skill.. S1nce the
_ child's perceptual and cognitive ability is restrictedfby~maturat1ona]

{
/
i

Tevel, the*abiﬂity:tO‘forﬁ constructs must be simi]ar]y—restrictedi Like-
5 J

wise, the ab111ty ‘to use the operative and -expressive resources oﬁ 1anguaqe

. is severely restr1cted at the dnitial stages of Tanguage deveiopment Appa--

rently, the child's early. utterances are essent1a11y restricted- constructs
/

with-a minimum of the—necessaryjphonolog1cai,e]ements and a1most,no—oper@-
/ - - -

tive elements. ] . /

’fndividuai—differences in-Tanguage may ‘be accounted for inrpart.by R

-

e

differences in<experience and- in part by differences in perieotua1'and coq- '

' :n1t1ve -capacity. Individual def1c1enc1es in ability to perceive re1ateq/

parts of events and: states,. regardless of the origins .of those ‘deficiencies,

would necessarily lead to Jﬂmited:ab11jty:tofencode:thosexevents and sfates

in- semantic constructs. Individuals -may also differ,,for various reasons,

T

i




semantic features and relationships of—conStituents>in'constructs:are |

19

o

in ithe degree to which they develop maStery of the operative and -expressive

resources of their language. ' '

Since linguistic comprehension apparently involves a process which is-

-the reverse of 1inguistic expreSSion the proposed modifications in 1in-

guistic theory have 1mp11cations for research in- 1isten1nq and reading com-
prehens1on -In speaking or writing, perceived events and states are encoded
in constructs which are given syntactic and phonological or gr@phic features
in the operative and expressive conponents. In listening or reading, overt
structures must'be perceived and decoded. This decoding‘ocours at three ‘
JEVe1s,iéorrespond1ng to -the expressive, operative, and basal components.

+

of language. At the expressive level combinations of -phonological or

- graphic symbols are perceived by the listener/reader. At the operative

Tevel cues of syntactic structure -are-perceived. At the basal level the:

perceived. To the extent that the -decoded construct matches the construct

encoded by the speaker/writer comprehens1on has -occurred.

Although the proposed modificat1ons of 11ngu1st1c theory_-are tentative

fand 1ncomp1ete their further refinement should resu1t in a system which-

w111-be widely applicable in teaching and in research in applied linguistics.

vt




REFERENCES

W

,Cﬁafe Wallace L. 1970. HMeaning and the Structure of-Languaae. Chicago:
Un1versity of Chicago Press. ., :

- )

Chomsky, Noam, 1957. Syntactic Structures. . 'S-éravenhage: Mouton -and
Company. . * :

Chomsky, Noam: 1965. Aspects of the TheorxAgf_§1nfaxm Cambridge: The
MIT Press, i ’ '

D

Fillmore, Charles J. 1968. "The Case for Case," in Universals in L1ngu1st1c
Theory, edi ted by Emmon’ Bach and Robert T. Harms, Tew York: golt, -
Rinehart and Winston. ©

Halliday, Michael A. K. 1966. "Some- Notes on. Deep Grammar." Journal of
Linquistics, 255-67. '

Lakoff, George: 1970. Irreqularity in Syntax. MNew York: Holt, Rinehart
and Winston. S - '

Schlesinger, I.M. 1971. "Production.of Utterances -and Language Acqu1si-
tion," in Dan: I. Slobin, ed., The 0nt;ggnes1s of Grammar New York:
Academic Press, 63-101.

} . v s
Tesnidre, L. 1950. Elements de Syntaxe Structurale. Paris,




