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1. GENERAL REMARKS

The methodology of contrastive linguistics is to a great extent convergent
with that applied to a non-contrastive analysis. There exists mainly a differ-
ence in the object of both of these sorts of studics. In the non-contrastive
(intralingual) approach we may compare various structures of the same
language with each other whilc the contrastive (interlingual} approach allows
ug to extend this method of analysis on various structures of two or more
different languages being confronted. Thus, theoretically there are no limita-
‘tions imposed upon the comparisons of structures i any two languages, but
from the practical point of view not every comparison has the samc value.
Contrastive inguiries are not, of course, art for art’s sake but should pursue
some definite goals, Therefore it is not astonishing that we face the problom of
determining which structures in two or more languages are comparable {cf.
Milewski 1970; Halliday 1964: 115; Kirtkwood 1966; Krzeszowski 1967; Marton
1968). It is beyond any doubt that one of the sufficient criteria of “being
comparable” is semantic equivalence. By saying this, however, we do not
exclude other equivalence criterio which are not meaning based.

A particular language system may be thought of as possessing two statuses,
i,c. {a) non-vontrastive and (b) contrastive. The former one is based on the
oppositions of its own subsystems (e.g. phoneme [s/ vs. phoneme 1k}, phoneme vs.
syllable; syllable vs. sentence, eve.). The latter is always relative depending
o1 the langnages being compared. Thus, a specific structure of one language
shapes the contrastive status of another language. According to this, English
will have two different statuses when compared with Hungarian and Polish.
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We shall not be far from right in saying that any .intralingual analysis
camnot be regarded as exhaustive, The larger the number of languages with
which a given language is confronted the more complete its description will
be and the fuller its typoelogical status. A similar statement can also be made
about various models. The more the models which have served as the basis of
description of a given language the more many sided its description will he,
Some phenomena of language structure are difficult to investigate on an ex-
clusively non-contrastive basis becaunse there is no fiducial point of analysis.

Contrastive explorations may be carried out on the basis of any linguistic
model developed in non-contrastive linguistics. The choice of an approjwiate
theoretical framework will surely be determined by our practical aims,

2. SOME VIEWS ON LANGUAGE COMMUNICATION

The system of language communication may be approached from different.
points of view, which give different emphasis to its various aspects. The
communicators, both the speaker and the hcarer, perform, among other
things, association operations between two sets, ie.

(a) the set of language expressions (labels)

{(b) the set of extralinguistic phenomena.

The set (b) is here consciously simplified to include boti: the objects of
reality and the mental images of this reality in the minds of communicators.
This simplification will not, however, affect our subscquent considerations.
The set (b) 1s further referred to as the nniverse of information (semantic space)
or simply as the universe of referents and iz denoted by U,,,. Langnage ox-
pressions (a} will refer to the particular subsets of U,_,.

In the following discussion we will concentrate on some aspects of the
relation between the sets (a) and (b). Considerations of this kind are inherently
connected with the concerns of semantics (cf. Grzegorezyvk 1969: 256). For the
central problem of meaning is the relationship between language and the world
outside language.

Language communication has for the most part a teleological character,
1.e., it is goal-oriented. Intrinsically conneeted with the realization of this goul,
irrespective of how it may be formulated, is the sclection (naming) of appro-
priate subsets of information in the universe U, and the deseription of relations
that hold among them. In certain circumstances the said subsets may be chosen
by pointing or by other optical signals. In most cases, however, we construct
a language expression of the subset in guestion.

Carrying out the analysis of the association operations between language
expressions and extralinguistic reality presupposes two hypotheses. The
first is concerned with the structure of language and the second with the struc-

AL Vo R OLE WE R AR L

3. DETERMINATION GRAMMAR

Every expression of a natural language may be thought of as a determina-
tion string with respect to the determination grammar. Determination strings
are constructed in order to name appropriate subsets i U .. They have dif-
ferent lengths and can be conceived of as structures sui gemeris composed of
some number of ordered pairs in the form (Dm, Ds) where Dm denotes
determinatum and Ds deferminans (cf. Bally 1950: 102; Kastovsky 1969).

Determination grammar 1s intended to account, among other things,
for the following fact: when one lexemic name b (=1)s) is associated to another
lexemic name @ (==Dm) then the pair {a, b} usually denotes a smaller subset
in U, . than the subset denoted only by a; e.g., the Polish lexeme chiopiee
‘a boy" denotes a larger subset than the following determunation strings:

(a} maly chiopiec ‘“a little boy’
(b) chlopiec biegnie ‘a boy runs, a boy is running’
(e) chlopiec brata “a boy of my brother’

The sets denoted by (a), (b), (¢) are contained in the set denoted by chioprec.
All these three compound expressions have a similar determination structure,
i.e.,they may be considered ordered pairs, one member of which functions as Dm
and the other as Ds. The Ds of these pairs diminishes the entropy of selection of
an appropriate subset in relation to the subset denoted only by Dm. In other
words, the Ds diminishes the number of possible semantic channels opened
by the Dm (cf. Cheng 1968: 294).

Longer expressions can also be represented in the form of strings of de-
termination pairs, e.g.: the Polish sentence Maly chlopicc hiegnie saybko do
dusego domu “A little boy runsg quickly to the big house” may be analysed into
the following determination pairs:

(a) {chlopice, maly)> “<boy, lLittle)’

(b) ¢{chlopiec, biegnic do) “(boy, runs to)’
(¢) ¢biegnie do, szybko)> ‘{runs to, quickly}’
(d) (biegnie do, domu) °{runs to, house}’
(e) {domu, duzego) ‘<house, big}’

The above determination pairs not only show which of their members
functions as Dm and which as Ds but also give us information on how the Ds
is associated to Dm (inflectional suffixes). This problem in principle does not
fall within the scope of determination grammar but is rather the concern: of
adherence grammar. Determination grammar is concernced with what de-
termines what, and this information is exhibited by the order of members in
determination pairs. Therefore, it is fully redundant and superfluous to specify
other adherence information, and it would be sufficient to operate with forms of
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twre of the extralinguistie world. The universe U, which, theoretically con-
sidered, may contain an unlimited number of subscts, is constantly classified
and reclassified according to the communicative purposes of man. The clas-
sification of subsets in U, occurs on various levels of abstraction (cf. Kay 1941}.
The question now arises as to ways of sclecting (naming) a target subset out of
the universe U,,. There are, generally speaking, two possibilities:

(1) to every particular subset may be associated a separate ready expression
{lexeme) which must be memorized. Such a solution is, however, not feasible.
The universe U, ., as was assumed above, may contain an unhmited number
of subsets (practically it is limited but it is very large). Thus an unlimited
memory would be nccessary in order to denote the subsets in question.

(2) some subsets are given simple (lexemic) expressions while other arc
denoted by compound ones {i.e., groups of lexemes, sentences, texts).

If language would proceed according to formulation (1) it would be a
very primitive and above all uneconomical device. All means of denotation
which reqguire the same number of expressions as that of subsets in Uy, are not
interesting for humans as participants in the communication system. Language
makes sense as a means of communication only to the extent to which it is
able to denote (select) an unlimited number of subsets in Uy, with the help of
a limited number of expresssions (simple cxpressions as well as compound
Ones}.

As we are inclined to say here language in the communication process
follows formulation {2). And it should be further stressed that lexemes scrve
as names of subsets on the higher levels of abstraction while compound expres-
sions refer to subsets on lower levels. (The levels of abstraction are relative to
cach other). Thus larger domains are given lexemic names while more specific
sets acquire expressions longer than one lexeme {cf. Nida 1964: 77). The classes
of phenomena named by lexemes are too large to serve communiecation purposes,
and that is why we must reduce their entropy (cf. Jespersen 1958: 108f).

The user of a language is, then, not forced to memeorize the expression of
every particular subset which he wishes to seleet out of Uy,. What he really
needs to do is to store in his memory the lexemic names (in principle only a
part of them) and the “rules” of constructing compound expressions (it is also
possible that he must memorize some compound expressions).

From the psycholinguistic point of view we can discern various stages in
the process of creating language expressions before they appear on the surface.
Particular stages could be handled by appropriate grammars, and it is our
belief that some of these stages could be captured (although in a very simpli-
fied manner) by a Determination Grammar and an Adherence Grammar. Below,
we will try to sketch briefly some of the principles of both of these types of
grammars in order to make clear our contrastive considcrations about se-
mantics,

-
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lexemes similar to the reconstructed roots of the Indo-European jproto-
langnage or to the forms of roots in Semitie languages (cf. ofl ‘kill*), Thus in
the determination grammar of Polish it 18 safficient to make use of the ordered
pairs whose members have the following shapes: (ehlope-, mal-», (chlope-;
bieg-%, {dom-, duz-}, cte.

Determination grammar must arrive at decisions with regard to:

{n) which lexemes {words) are determinatively connexive so that they can
be grouped into deterniination pairs;

(h} which lexemes in language expressions function as Din's awd which
play the role of Ds's;

(¢} which of the lexemie names of a conerete determimation string function
as deferminabtum ebsolutum, 1.e., the Dm which in its twrn does not
determine anvthing else and which may be regarded as a starting
(or central) point of a determination process {of. Jesporsen 1958: 96).
I the above examples the role of determinatum absolutum i plaved
by chlopiec,

Domination relations in determination grammar rest on principles other
than those of 1C-Grammar or Dependeney Grammar, because in determina-
tion grammar expressions denoting larger subsets in the universe U, dominate
over the expressions denoting smaller subsets. Thus inthe Poligh sentence M aly
chlapiec biegnie szybko “A little oy runs (s running) quickly” the domination
relations will be represented in the following way:

- / (a0 chh}pmc
} maly chlopice ¢) chlopice biegnic
\\(d}megme (¢) chlopice biegnic szybko
H, !‘T‘l‘{t‘h}npmc ‘biegnic szybko (g)/n/mly chlopice biegnie szyvhko
Fig. 1

The domination tree as shown in Fig. 1 could (of course) be reversed and
the demination relations changed in such a way that the expressions of smaller
subsets would duminate over the expressions of larger subsets.

It was repeatedly stressed above that determination strings are constructed
to serve the purpose of denoting the subsets in U,. But the same aim may he
realized in a different way:

(a) the expression of the same subset in U, may be arrived at within the

framework of the same determination string.
Fig. 1 illustrates three possibilities of derivation:
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L. (a)->{b) =(d) —{f)

1T. (a} —{c) =(d) —(f)

ITII. (a) >(c) =(e} =>(g)

(f)={g)

(b} the same subset may be named by determination strings of various
length. We assume that in a given language there occurs more than
one determination string which produce an equivalent denotative effect.
But the shortest determination string must also exist. The following
Polish sentences, which under certain communicative conditions have
the same meaning, should illustrate this point:

(A) (1) Praca uszczesliuwila go *The work happied him
(2) Praca uczynila go szczesliwym The work made him happy
(3} Praca spowodowaln, 2e zostat szezesliwy  The work caused him to be-
come happy
{4) On zostal szezeslivy dzieki pracy He became happy because of the
work
(B) (1) On mt ufa He trusts me
(2) On ma do mnie zaufanie He has trust in me
(3) On tywi do mnie uczucie zoufania  He fosters a feeling of trust in me
(4) Ja ciesze sie jego zaufaniem I enjoy his trust

Considering the examples just cited two linguistic views are possible:

{a) all sentences of (A) and (B) denote identical (or slightly different)
subsets respectively;

{b) there are four different semantic structures present in cvery group of
scntencees,1

Our belief is that both these views hold to a certain degree. We postulate
that all sentences of {A) denote the same subset of information in Uy, but
it i3 demonstrated from a different angle each time. This is equivalent to
saying that a different determination channel is activated each time. The
same 15 also true for the sentences of {B). Thus one and the same subset is
reflected in a different way each time. This also means that in each sentence
different connections to the lexemic names of other subsets are involved.
These different connections may be regarded as additional semantic informa-
tion. It does not seem to be out of place to suggest that with regard to the de-
noted subset the four sentences (in each group) are in complementary semantic
distribution,

Apart from the above considerations it would be worth testing bow native
speakers actually judge and use such sentences, because linguists are able to

1 In transformational grammar the surface differences result from optionality in
certain transformations,
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find many different interpretations for them. We are convinced that the dif-
ferences among these sentences may be both communicatively relevant as
well ag redundant depending upon the communication purpose. For the con-
firmation of this view we find evidence in the circumdetermination phenomenon
to be discussed later.

4, ADHERENCE GRAMMAR

‘I'he output of determination grammar, i.e., the strings of ordered determina-
tion pairs, may be looked upon as having a predominantly non-linear structure.
This is especially clear when one Dm hag two or more Ds’s. Unfortunately, we are
10t able to communicate a non-linear structure of this kind in a non-linear way.
The transposition of non-linear determination structures inte linear surface
structures causes sgome problems which make adherence grammar indispensible.

The lexemes of which the determination pairs (Dm, Dg) consist do not
always 1mmediately follow or precede each other but are divided by the
members of other pairs. Moreover, an ordered pair may be represented on
the surface by only one element (cf. Polish ide ‘I go® which reconstructs the
determination pair in the form of (ja, i#6>). A langunage must have at its
disposal a means with which to guarantee the mutual association of the
members of determination pairs in & non-ambiguous way.

Adherence grammar (and other factors such as knowledge about the extra-
linguistic reality) enables the receiver of the communiqué to reconstruct the
underlying determination structure correctly and thereby to arrive at the
target subset in U, intended by the speaker. Adherence grammar is concerned
with the means by which the formalization of adherence connexity is achieved,
i.e., it investigates how the elements of a string are assigned o each other,
The output of an adherence grammar are ordered pairs of the type {(Am, Asd,
where Am denotes adhaesum and As adhaerens. In the Polish sentence Maly
chloprec biega szyblko we know exactly that maly is assigned to eklopiec and not
to brega, and that szybko is assigned to biege and not to chlopiec, although
it would be possible, as the following sentence shows: Szybki chlopiec biega
malo "A quick boy runs little’ (of. Zabrocki 1969).

Thus ordered pairs of the type (chlope-, bieg-> fall into the scope of de-
termination grammar, while pairs of the type {(chlopiec, maly) are the object of
adherence grammar. There is, however, an intrinsic intervelation be oth
these grammars,

In the light of our considerations morpholog}r should be Le?ved to a gre% |
extent as the object of adherence grammar, and so it shoufd be M&ﬁ fmm;
the paradigmatic plane to the syntagmatic one. Tn other wokds, Ipﬁw}ﬁo o\gy"
is one of the exponeﬂts of syntax. Theoretically every paﬁb ﬂf speech> may,

2 Papers and Studles wv. II . o o
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ovear m two statuses. i.e., in stabu adhaeso (aund so delerminato) as well as
in staty adhaerente (and so deferminante), (cf. Sweer 19130 24). In practice,
however, there will be some restrictions imposed wpoa it.

5. THE STRATGY OF NAMING ON THE LENEMIC LEVIEL

It is rather commonplace to state that the elassification of semantic S
and the naming of the various classes derived there from are fli‘\.-'ergu'*nt-.m
different. languages. Bfforts to systematize voeabulary date back to 1111't1<1'ul‘t-;\'
and continue todav. Different approaches have been taken to solve this
problem. |

(lasses of higher-level abstraction ave usually named. as was mentioned,
above, by simple lexemes. Unfortunately, the naming of these classes doces not
coineide in any two given Janguages and is thus the major source of trouble,
for the strategy of naming on the lexemic level influences to a larg(.a jf:{tfi-nt
the strategy of building up compound expressions. If naming ard nlasmiu‘-.a’r.mu
on the higher levels of abstraction were carried out in various 1;1-11gu.ageﬁ in 1_-h£~.
same way, then the strategy of constructing compound expressions in a foreign
Janguage would be largely predictable on the basis of a spea ker’s knowledge of
his native language. |

The specific structure of the cassification of semantiv space i language
hecones expecially available for our observation when, confronted w;t!ﬂf another
language (cf. Nenmser 1971). It is a well known fact that the simple l#:{e-nuu eXPTes-
sians of one language may e rendered in another fanguage hy simple lexemes
as well as by componnud expressions (ineluding sentences and texts), The set of
information denoted by the Euglish verh check ant (of a hotel) s El‘t‘.ll{l'l‘]‘ifii it
Polish by wyrdund rackunek w hoteli @ wyprowadzid sie. Laclk of equivalence
between two lexemic names may canse serious misunderstandings intranslation.
Thus, for example, the itle of the work by N. Wiener Cybernetics or eondrol
and communication in the aeninel and the weckine was franstated into Polish as:
Clyherictyha eoyli sterowanic © komunifacis w0 swierseerd 2 -:-nu.s:g,-‘-u.ir?‘, which is
inappropriate heeause the levels of abstraction are mixed up. This may be

casily seen from the following coufrontation:

MNGLISH POLLISEL
(1) animal (1} organizin zZy wy
! . S
{2} man (3) animal (2} czlowick (3} mwicrze
(4]11:1]1 (5) woman (4) mezezyzna (5} kobieta
Fie. 2.
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The correct Polish translation should be: Cybernetyka czyli sterowanie $ komuni-
kacje w organizmie Zywym ¢ maszynie. Furthermore, to cite another example,
the translation of the Hungarian word reggelizem into English or Polish must
start with lexemes denoting larger subsets (than that denoted by reggelizni)
and their entropy must then be reduced with the help of another lexeme in
order to arrive at I eatfhuve breakfast or Jem snindanie respectively. A similar
situation exists with the Polish word sgstadka “a woman neighbor’, English
netghbor and Hungarian szomszéd. The English and Hungarian words, which
here open two semantic channels, have greater denotative entropy than the
Polish word,

In the classification of lexemes and compound expressions we may distinguish
various levels of abstraction. Usually, lexemes denote sets on the higher level of
abstraction in U, and ro include the sets of the lower level of abstraction
denoted by compound expressions which contain these lexemes as Dm’s. But
with regard to the levels of abstraction the lexemic names are also differen-
tiated; cf. e.g.:

(a) robié to do”

(b) palic, pisad, cutadé to heat’, “to write’, ‘to read’

(e} palic w piecu, pisad list, ceytad ksvgike ‘to heat a stove’, “to write

a letter’, “to read a book’
The sets denoted by the names of the level (e) are included in the sets denoted
by the lexemic expressions of the level (b), which are in turn included in the
set denoted by the lexemic expression of the Ievel (a). Tt is interesting tu ob-
serve that questions contain the name of a larger set than that asked
ahouat; of

Co robisz? Czytam What are you doing? I am reading

Co czytaszt Caytom ksigike What are vou reading? I am reading

a book.
In other terms the expressions of the higher-level abstraction open more seman-
tic channels than the expressions of lower-level abstraction. In the following
we will turn our attention to contrastive aspects of compound expressions,

6. DETERMINATION ((ONNEXITY*

Theoretically any lexeme in a language may be determined by any other
lexeme thus making possible the existence of any determination string. As a
matter of fact such a situation does not oceur in any natural language hecause of

2 The determination conmexity is related io the problem of selectional and strict
sithcategorizational foaturos in transformational grammar (ef. Chomsky 1965 63f;
Langodoen 1969: 34f;). But instead of setting up any rules for determination connexity
we¢ propose to meko up an inventory of all determination pairs actually oceurring in a
langmage.

o%
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the many constraints imposed upon the determination connexity. This results
in the exclusion of a great number of possible strings. To specify explicitly
the rules of determination connexity in a language is not an easy task, and
gsometimes it is almost unattainable. Languages differ strongly as to the
constraints imposed upon the connexity in guestion. Thus the strategy of
the determination connexity in a foreign language is difficult to prediet on
the basis of the native language, and it seems best to conceive of it (at least
to & high degree) as random.

In order to use a foreign language correctly we are forced, however, to
surmount these difficulties, because without knowing the above mentioned
constraints we would not be able to construct determinatively acceptable strings
of lexemes. In other words, we must know which ordered pairs of lexemes are
determinatively connexive. It should also be emphasized that the knowledge of
determination connexity although indispensible does not yet guarantee the
desired denotative meaning for the correct determination string. Thus, for
example, the English lexeme book is connexive with big and greai. But the
denotative meanings of the strings big book and great book are different.

The lexemic classification and the determination connexity provide the
necessary conditions upon which the alternating strategies for comstructing
compound expressions operate. Below we shall try, in a tentative way, to account
for some aspects of this problem.

7. CONVERGENT STRATEGIES

It is not easy to define what convergent (congrucnt) strategies should be
like, although intuitively the matter seems to he clear. The examples cited will
illustrate what we have in mind. This kind ot strategy could also be called
similar or even identical. If two or more languagos reveal a convergent strategy
to some extent, then knowing the equivalent lexemes enables us to predict
the corrcet determination strings of one language on the bagis of the eonnexity
of the other languages. This operation reduces to filling the same determination
structure with equivalent lexemes of another language.

Thus if we know that in a number of languages there exist such determina-
* tion pairs as: (student-, read-) and (read-, book-». we are then able to create
the following correct determination strings:

(A) English: The student is reading a book.
Polish; Student czyta ksigzke
Russian: CTyoeHT YHTaeT KHMIY
German. Der Student licst ein Buch

Lithuanmian: Studentas skaito knygs
Hungarian: A didk olvas egy konyvet
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Finnish: Ylioppilas lukee kirjaa
Japanese; Gakkusei-wa hon-o yonde imasu

A gimilar, although, with regard to Polish and Japanese, less predictable
situation, occurs with the pair {play with-, fire-):

(B) English; to play with fire
Polish: igra¢ z ogniem
Russian: Urpare C OTHEM
German; mit dem. Feuer spielen

Swedish: leka med elden
Lithuanian: Zaisti ugnimi
Hungarian: a tizzel jétszani
Finnish: leikkid tulella
Japanese: hiasobi suru

The two above groups of determination strings denote respectively the same
two target subsets in semantic space. However, it may occur that the determina-
tion strings of two languages built up seemingly on the basis of convergent
strategy happen not to bhe connexive in one language or to denote different
things in the two languages. Thus, starting with the English string play with
fire one might propose the Polish grad z ognien, which, however, denotes
something other than igrec z ogniem. The reason for this must be that the
condition of convergent strategies is violated, i.e., either the lexemes are not

equivalent or there is a difference in constraints imposed upon their con-
nexity,

8. DIVERGENT STRATEGIES

(a) Differences in the determination connexity constraints

Lexemic expressions which are Jargely equivalent may not coincide as to
restrictions imposed upon their determination connexity. We could operate
here with the notion of determination valence too. The English verb ‘go by’
and the Polish verb "i#é” exhibit different determination wvalences. Thus, in
English the pair {go by-, train-> is connexive but the same pair in Polish ig
not. Therefore, in English it is possible to form the sentence 7 go by irain.
In Polish, however, the sentence *Ide pociggiem is determinatively not con-
nexive and we must therefore resort to the verb jeckad. On the basis of the
Enghsh pair {go by-, train) the strategy for arriving at correct determination
strings is not predictable in such languages as:

Polish: jechad pociagiem
Russian: €X4Th MOE3AOM
Lithuanjan: wvazidoti triaukiniu
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German: mit dem Zug fahren
Swedigh: aka tag
Finnish: matkustaa jnnalla

but it is predictable in:

Hungarian:  vonattal menni
Japunese: densya de ikimasu

Thus the notion ‘ge by’ or ‘go’ cannot be determinated by the notion “train’
in Polish, Russian, German, Lithuanian, Swedish and Finnish. But this does
not mean that the reverse determination may not hold. Thus we have the
Polish pociqgg idzie, and the Russian nmoesn magr ‘the train goes’.

Thus if the foreign language learner automatically transfers the con-

nexity strategies of his native language to the language he is learning he may

fail to construct acceptable utterances. To help the student of a forcign lan-
guage in this respect we should put at his disposal a kind of dictionary which
would take into account the whole range of the determination valence of a
given lexeme, i.e., specity all of its determinants.

(b) Analylic vs. syﬂ#heﬁﬂ

As sugpested above, we ean arrive at the expression of the same target
subset of U,,-in different ways within the same language, i.e., there can be both
analytic and synthetic expressions. This same phenomenon can be observed
on the interlingual level of analysis. To denote the same subset of information
the speaker of one language may be inclined to use a simple (Le., synthetic)
expression while the speaker of another language may prefer a compound
{analytic) one.

The synthetic expression may be thought of as the shortest string needed
to denote the target subset. But we can arrive at the label of the same target
subset in an analytic way, i.e., we can start from the expression denoting a
larger subset (than, that denoted by the synthetic cxpression) and subsequently
reduce its entropy by attaching another expression to it. Or to put it differently,
_the synthetic form designates s smaller subset than the subset designated by
the Dm or deferminatum absolutum of the corresponding analytic expression.
Therein lies the cssence of analytic forms in comparison to synthetic ones.
The Dm of the analytic form covers a set of greater indeterminacy than the
set actually required in the communication process, Therefore, it is necessary
to reduce its entropy in order to achieve the intended communicative effect.

It seems as if there could be no language which would possess only synthetic
forms or exclusively analytic ones. In the former case we would be dealing
exclusively with words, in the latter only with expressions made up of more
than one word {(groups of words, sentences, texts). Natural languages oscillate
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between these two ¢xtremes, althongh they may show preference for one of
these types of expressions with regard to the denotation of a particular subset
mn Uyp. Thus, some kinds of expressions common in one language may not be
accessible to the speakers of another language.

In Fig. 8 below we compare some analytic and synthetic expressions
mainly on an interlingual level;

Analytic Synthetic

E have breakfast H reggelizni
P je&é éniadanie R 3aBTpakath
G Glitck wiinschen E congratulate
G beglitckwiinschen
I make happy | P uszezedliwiad
¥ take tiny bites P pojadadé
H eszegetni
E make fast E fasten
P umocowaé, przytwierdzié, umocnié
G Ende machen | G beenden
P zrobié koniec P zakonezyé
E a piece of furniture P mchel
P toeczyé sie podskakujac E bump

As can be seen from Fig. 8 synthetic forms of one language can be transposed
into analytic forms of the same language or into analytic forms of another
language and vice versa. 'This transposition is not automatic and it may be
that a synthetic form of one language can be expressed only in an analytic
way in another langnage. However, the possibility of such a transposition
provides some kind of verification for our hypothesis that there are different
ways of constructing the expressions of the same subsct. Furthermore, this
possibility gives us one of the keys to understanding the phenomenon of cir-
cumdetermination as well as to understanding some aspects of the determina-
tion strategy of language in general,

On the basis of this hypothesis the phenomenon of eircumdetermination
(circamlocution) is explainable. The mechanism of circumdetermination is
inherently contained in the nature of language. Circumdetermination may be
viewed from two sides:

(a) The speaker of a foreign language is in a position to use longer determina-

tion strings without knowing the shortest ones:

(b) Knowing the shortest determination string does not mean that he

is also able to construct longer ones.

Point (a} has positive as well as negative consequences. It throws open the
door to the possibility that even without the knowledge of a whole vocabulary
we can virtually say what we need (i.¢., we are in the position to build up an
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appropriate expression of a target subset). Thus, the student of a foreign lan-
guage who has acquired a limited amount of lexemes may not feel a need toin-
erease his voeabulary because he is able to express himself in any situation. He
has reached a certain ceiling. Suppose he knows two German expressions (lex-
emes) machen and Ende, then he can create the third expression Ende machen
without memorizing the lexeme beenden. Similarly if we know the English
lexemes get and wider we can form the expression get wider instead of using the
verh widen. Thus, the analytic way of constructing language may deliver us
from having to learn & new lexeme, but it nevertheless forces us to know the
appropriate rule of determination connexity. Conversely, a synthetic form in-
volves memorizing an additional lexeme but does not require the knowledge of
determination connexity necessary to make up the corresponding analytic form.

TIn order to exemplify the realization of the circumdetermination principle
formulated in point {a) we present below some of the constructions used hy
Polish students learning English, Russian and German?3.

Circumdetermination consiructions Synthetic constructions which
actually used might have been used instead
English:
(1) We were not sure of his guilt, and so We gave him the benefit of the
we decided the matter in his favor doubt
(2) Mr. Brown, who is very energetic Mr. Brown is very energetic and
will be able to discipline the boys he will lick the boys into shape
and teach them how to behave
(8} She used all her persuasive power She brought her eloquence to
to convince him bear
Raussian:
(1) On ¢ran (Hayan) TOBOPHUTS Ou 3aroBopHT
{2) V nac nmaTuanepas paﬁoqaﬂ HeJens Y Hac DATMAHEBKA
(3} ... oIpenenuTs NOCTOAHHYIO BENlH- . ONPEeIenuThE KOHCTAHTY
YAHY
German:
(1) Wir méchten ein Zimmer fiir zwei Wir machten ein Doppelzimmer
Personen
(2) *Ich kann dir das Geheimnis nicht [ch kann dir das nicht verraten
sagen
(3) Sie machte dem Spiel ¢in Ende Sie beendecte das Spiel

» For the English examples I am indebted to Dr. M. Kobylanski, for Russian to
Dir. A, Bartoszewiez and for German to Dr. W, DPfeiffer.
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The decision in favor of an analytic or synthetic strategy on the part of
the student may be influenced, among other factors, by the native language
as well as by the order in which language materials have been presented to
him. The transfer from analytic forms to synthetic ones and vice versa is
not automatic but requires some additional information as stated above.
Thus the knowledge of the shortest defermination string does not preclude
our inability to construct more analytic forms (cf. (b)). For example, if we
know the Russian forms: doswcdums, nposepums, noodepucams we are not yvet able
to predict automatically the corresponding analytic strings: udém doowde,
nodeepezame npoeepxe, svipasums noddepowcky or if we know the German sen-
tence Ich muss dariiber nachdenken we are not yet able to foresee also Jeh muss
mir das durch den Kopf gehen lassen.

(¢) Different determination channels

In intralingual analysis we often have to deal with determination strings
in which the function of the delferminatum absolutum is switched from one
lexeme to another within the same string, as for instance in Polish:

(1} ON pracuje dobrze *He works well’

(2) Jego PRACA jest dobra "His work is good”

(3) PRACA uszczedliwila go ‘The work made him happy’

{4) ON zostal dzigki pracy szezesliwy "He became happy because of
the work®

The problem is to decide whether such strings which contain the same
lexemes but in which the determination relations have changed (or to express it
in other words, in which the second or third determination channel has heen
opened) denote the same or different subsets in U, ;, that is, whether the open-
ing of an additional determination channel causes also the opening of the
second semantic channel. The cases now under discusgion also include passive
constructions, nominalizations, ete.

It seems that we could find confirmations for both interpretations. Let us
start with the first possibility. The non-contrastive approach is here not
decisive, for we may suspect that two sentences like: I have the book and
The book is with me mean the sume as well as that they do not. In interlingual
analysis we observe that these two types of sentences may be somehow seman-
tically equivalent; i.e., one language decides this maftter in favor of one
determmation channel while the other language prefers another determina-
tion channel. This procedure becomes especially clear if we compare the
translation of the following German sentences into English:

German: Die NERVEN leiden bei unserem Geschiéft
English: Our WORK affects the nerves
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German: Die SPANNUNG der Zuschauer elektrisierte die Luft
English: The ATR was electrified by the excitement of spectators

Furthermore, it is sometimes claimed that German does not use the passive
so often as English (cf. Neuse 1962). Polish also seems to prefer aetive con-
structions. Hungarian rarely makes use of the passive. French in its turn
seems to digplay a prevalent tendency to render English impersonal con-
gtructions with active ones (ef. Glenn 1955). Moreover, one language may be
provided with both of the determination channels while another language
may have access to only one determination channel, for example:

English: SHE has blue eyes
Her EYES are blue
Polish:  ONA ma niebhieskie oczy
OCZY jej s niebieskie
Hungarian: Kék a 8ZEMe (Neki kék SZEMe van)

With regard to this type of sentence we can state that Hungarian has developod
only one determination channel. But in other cases the determination structure
may be parallel to a great extent in all three langunages, eg.:

English SOMETHING smells

... SMELL of something
Polish: COS pachnie

... LAPACH czegos
Hungarian: VALAMI szaglik

Valaminek 8ZAGa van

‘I'he lack of parallelism among the determination channels may be observed
very often in the case of constructions expressing the notion “to have’, e.g.:

English: I have a dog

Polish: JA mam psa ‘T have a dog”
U mnie jest PIES “a DOG is with me’
Russian;: Y mens (ects) COBAKA  ‘a DOG is with me®

Hungarian: (Nekem) van KUTYAm ‘(to me)is my DOG’
Finnish: Minula on KOIRA “a DOG is with me’

Intuitively we feel that some semantic difference must exist when the second
determination channel is opened within the same dotermination string. The
matter may, however, be decided in two ways:

(1) Both the determination openings of the semantic channel are in com-
plementary distribution, e.g., the opening of the second determination channel

means only that we are activating the same semantic channel in another
way.
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(2) The additional information about how the semantic channel opens may
be considercd as relevant semantic information which also brings about a
relevant difference in question.

It seems that we are not yet in a position to solve this problem univocally
in favor of the interpretation (1) or (2) or both, On the interlingual level of
analysis, however, the differences may be stated as follows: one language
opens the first determination channel or both and another language activates
only the second determination channel. Thus, in English and Polish you can
say SHE has blue eyes or Her EYES are blue but Hungarian has developed
only the second possibility (& SZEMe kék); in other word, in English and
Polish SHE as well as EY ES may function as principal Dm but in Hungarian
only EY K.

There arc also clear-cut instances in which the change of determination
relation within a given string antomatically activates a second (different)
semantic channel, e.g.:

(1) I frightened the dog vs. The DOQ frighiened me
(2) I was frightened by the dog vs. The DOG was frightened by me

The explanation of active and passive construction by L. Zabroeki in .
termg of a communication model may be correlated with the opening of the
first or second determination channel (¢f. Zabrocki 1968).

A particular language opens only some of the determination channels
within a given set of lexemes. Thus in the English sentence I read @ book we
can open the second channel The BOOK is read by me. But the conceivable third
channel * The READING of the book is mine does not work. It does not mean,
however, that such a channel cannot be exploited in any language. In connee-
tion with this it would be worth citing two Japanese examples which at
first glance digplay unusual determination relations:

(1) Otite sru oogi-o hiroitotia “He raised the lying fan’
(2) Qogi-no oliteiruno-o hiroitotta “He raised the lying of the fan’

English, Polish and Russian open here only the first determination channel but
Japanese is able to operate with both channels, As some scholars admit both
Japaneso expressions are semantically equivalent, i.e., they describe the same
situation (cf. Kholodovié 1971). It seems that we should speak here rather
about complementary cquivalence.

From the point of view of the learner of a forcign language what does
matter is whether the constraints imposed upon the strategy of ‘channel
opening” operations are predictable. At first glance they seem to be random
te a high degree.
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(d) Unexpected semantic channel

Some of the determination strings as a whole or some of the lexemes of
which they consist open semantic channels in a foreign language in a way that
is unusual from the standpoint of our native language. As can be inferred the
strategy of constructing such determination strings is totally or, at best, to a
very great extent, unpredictable. It is difficult to state the rules for forming
such expressions. The trouble is that they constitute a considerable amount of
all utterances. One can learn them only through memorization. They reflect a
different grasp of the extralinguistic world and can be called external idioms
(cf. Lado 1966 : 86). We think here, among others, of the following eXJIreSSIONS:

English Polish
It can’t be helped Trudno; Nic na to nie poradze
Help yourself Poczestn] sig
That was a corker Zatkato mnie
Take it eagy Nie przejmnj sie
Stand and deliver Pieniadze albo zycie

My honor is involved
Where do I book the seats
For reasons beyond my control

Chodzi o mdj honor
Gdzie mam kupié bilety
Z powoddéw ode mnie niezaleinych

The phenomenon now under discussion may be formulated as follows: the
equivalent semantie channels are opened in two languages by determination
structures which are unexpected from the standpoint of another language.
The two groups of examples cited below illustrate more clearly this specific
property of various languages:

(A) English: The suit fits well
(The suit looks good)
Polish: Ubranie dobrze lezy *The suit lies well”
German: Der Anzug sitzt gut “The suit sits well”
Hungarian: A ruha jol all “The suit stands well’
(B} English: Neither fish nor fowl
Polish: Ni pies ni wydra ‘Neither dog nor otter’
Russian: Hu pwifa Hn Méaco "Neither fish nor meat’

Lithuanian: Nel vilkas nei geglité “Neither wolf nor cuckoo’
Finnish: Ei kala etki lintu *Neither fish nor bird’

Speaking about rules of grammar in the above presented cases would seem to
be frivolous and would neglect the real difficultics in language teaching.
Instead of setting up rules of doubtful value it would be far better to prepare a
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vast dictionary which would contain all the unpredictable structures in a
foreign language and would specify them in a predictable way.

(e) ...if the desired semantic channel cannot be opened!

As Bugenc Nida put it: ‘there can be no exact translations” (1964 : 156},
Such an assertion is completely understandable, and it results from the im-
possibility of achieving absoclute correspondences between two languages.
Sometimes, however, it is also hard to find expressions which are relatively
equivalent. Thig difficulty originates from the differcnces both in the structure
of the extralinguistic reality and in the specific ways in which a language
reflects this reality (of. Lado 1966 : 78). In extreme cages a given notion
present in one language may not oceur in another language. Thus, it is assumed
that the notion or intuition of time is lacking in the Hopi language {cf. Carroll
1956). Similar although less extreme cases may be encountered elsewhere.
Tt is not easy, for example, to express adequately the idea of reconcile (speaking
of God reconciling the world to himself) in the translation of the Bible into
the Venda language, since the semantic channels opened by the closest equi-
valents, i.e., pfumedzanya and fhelekedzt do not coincide with the semantic
channel opened by reconcile. The former includes contradictory semantic in-
formation and the latter is restricted to marital infidelity {cf. Nida 1971 : 342).
There are also scattered instances of similar difficulties encountered by the
speakers of languages with more related cultural background. Thus, e.g.,
it requires some effort on the part of a native speaker of English to express
the idea of Polish dom bieleje "* A house whites’. The sentence that comes
here in mind ‘4 house shines forth white” only inadequately approaches the
idea in question (cf. Lyons 1968 : 436 - 7). |

The problems now raised are closely connected with the “lingwstic relativ-
ity hypothesis. We do not intend to devote more attention to it here, limiting
ourselves to the statement that some semantic channels are scarcely accessible
to the speakers of & given language community although the possibility exists of
developing them,

CLOSING REMARKS

The aim of our paper was to inquire briefly into selected problems of con-
trastive semantics in the framework of a so-called determination grammar.
The contrastive aspects of adherence grammar werc not touched upon here.
We frankly admit, that the principles of the determination as well as the
adlterence grammar have been oversimplified and a detailed study, if intended,
would need more space. So our attention was mainly concentrated upon
general ideas which should be more carefully elaborated in detail.



30 J. Batnczerowski
REFERENCES

Anderson, J. M. 1968, “Ergative and nominative in English”. JL 4. 1 - 32.

Bally, Ch. 1850. Linguistique géndrale ef lnguistigue franeaise. 3rd odition. Berne, A,
Francke 8. A.

Bariezerowsk:, J. 1971, “Gramatyka determinachi a gramatyka adherene)i {Determination
grammar ve. adherence grammar)”’. Sprawezdania PTEPN, Poznan.

Beollert, 1., Hiz, H. 1965. “Paraphrastie sets and grammatical analysis™,. TDAP 59,

Carroll, J. B. (ed.) 1966. Language, thought and reality. Sclceted writings of Benjaniin
Lee Whorf. Cambridge: The M.1.T. Press,

— 1963, “Linguistic relativity, contrastive linguisties and language learning™. TRAL
1, 1- 20,

Chafe, W. L. 1970. Meaning ond the struclure of lenguaege. Chicago: Universiiy of
Chicago Press.

-~ 1971. *‘Direetionality and paraphrase”. Laenguage 47. 1 - 26.

- 1971 “Linguistics and human knowledge’. Monograph series on languages and
linguistics 24, b7 - 69,

Cheng, Ch-Y. 1868, “Eliminability of singular terms reconcidered”, Foundations of
longuage 4. 3.

Chomsky, N. 19656. Aspects of the theory of syniaw. The Hague: Mouton.

GGlenn, E. 3. 19565, “Languages and patterns of thought.” Washington, D). C.: Institute of
Languages and Linguistics, School of Foreign Serviee, (Georgetown University.
(M:imeographed).

Grzegorezyk, A. 1969, Zarys logiki matematyeznej. Warszawa: PWN,

Halliday, M. A. K., MacIntosh, A_, Strevens, P. 1964. The linguistic sciences and langrage
teaching., London: Longmans,

Hiz, H. 1964, *The role of paraphrase in grammar’”. Monograph series on languages
arnd Linguisties 17.

— 1968, “The aleihetic sernantic theory™. TDAP 77.

Hoijer, H. {ed.) 1954. Language in culture. Chicago: Univorsity of Chicago Press,

Jeogsperson, O. 1958, The philosophy of grammar. London: George Allen and Unwin
Ltd. (Firet published i 1924),

Kastovsky, 1968. “Worthildung und Nulllrmrphﬂm" Tmﬂguwswvhe Berichie.

Kay, P. 1871. “Taxonomy and semantic contrast’”, Language 47, 866 - 887,

Kirkwood, H, 1966, “Translation as basigfor contrastive analysis”. JRAL 4, 175 - 182,

Krzegzoweki, T. P, 18967, “Fundamental prineciples of structural contrastive studies™.
(Fottodidactica 2. 33 - 39.

—  1971. “Eguivalence, congruence and deep structure”, In: Papers in confrastive
linguistics. Edited by Gerhard Nickel. Cambridge: Unmiv, Press. 37 - 48,

Kurylowicz, J. 1948. “Les structures fondamentales de la langue: groupe et proposition™.
In: Esquisses linguiséiques. 1960, Wroelow -Krakdw; PAN.

Lado, R. 1966. Lingudistice across cultures. Ann Arbor: The Univ. of Michigan Press.

Langedoen, DD, T. 1969. The study of syntax. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Lyons, J. 1963. Structural semantics, Oxford: Blackwell.

—  1968. Ingroduction to theoretical linguistics, Cambridge: Univ. Press.

Marton, W. 1968, “Equivalence and congruence in transformational contrastive studies’
Studia Anglica Posnaniensia 1. 53 - 62,

MoCawley, J. D. 1971, “Prelexical syntax.” Monograph series on languages and lin-
guistics 24, 19 - 33.

Sae contrastive considerations ahoul semaniios 31

Milewwki, T. 1970, “Vorsussetzungen einer typologischen Sprachwissenscliaft’”. Lin-
gretstics Y,

Namser, W., Vincenz, 1. 1971, *'The indeterminacy of semantic interferenee’. {(Alimoeo-
sraphed).

Neuse, W. 1982, Dewtscher Sprachgebrauch. Now York: Holt, Rinchart and Whusion,

Nida, K. A. 1964, Towards a seience of translating. Leiden; Brill,

— 1971, "Bornantic components in translation theory™. In: Applications of Higuis-
tics. Kdited by (. E. Perren and J. L. M. Trim. Coanbridge: Univ. Press. 341 - 348,

Rozwadowski, J. 1904, Worthildung und Worthedeutung. Heidelberg, €. Winter.

Sweet, H. 1913, Collected papers. Oxford. :

Iaymad, C. K. 1965, Cmpyemypaar sunzapcmura. Mocksa: Hayka.

Ulbnann, 8. 1859. The principles of semantics. (Haggow: Jackson, Son and Co.

Zabrocki, L. 1968. “Informacjo o nadawey 1 odbiorey na plaszezyznie langue’. Sluria
Oecidentalis 27, 247 - 303.
[969. “Signalebence und grammatikalische Informationen™. Mdanges pour Jean.
Fourgquet. Miincheri: Huebar,



	Bańczerowski_0001.JPG
	Bańczerowski_0002.JPG
	Bańczerowski_0003.JPG
	Bańczerowski_0004.JPG
	Bańczerowski_0005.JPG
	Bańczerowski_0006.JPG
	Bańczerowski_0007.JPG
	Bańczerowski_0008.JPG
	Bańczerowski_0009.JPG
	Bańczerowski_0010.JPG
	Bańczerowski_0011.JPG

