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In spite of extraordinary intensification and expansion of scientific language
studies in our century, especially in the past three to four decades, the problems
of how to approach the description of the phenomena of language most effec-
tively can by no means be said to have been solved already. This holds true of
the description of the grammar of concrete individual languages as well as that
of “pairs’ of languages aimed at, for example, in “contrastive structure stu-
dies’ or ‘contrastive grammars’, the main concern of which is to discover and
systematically represent interlanguage commonalities, similarities, and dif-
ferences between a particular native language and a certain target language.

The procedures of linguistic description foliowed in the various approaches
may, on the one hand, be judged from purely linguistic aspects, mainly from
the point of view of the adopted linguistic theory in general. They may, on
the other hand, — especially if it concerns research in the field of applied
linguistics (in language teaching), as in the case of contrastive — syntactical,
phonological, or other — analyses or similar projects — also be examined
from the point of view of the utility or applicability of the particular de-
seriptions to the solution of practical problems of teaching and learning the
languages under consideration. .

Both aspects, linguistic thcory and the practical teaching of forcign lan-
guages, will — as far as this is possible within thc limitations of the space avail-
able — be taken into account in the present contribution.

If one leaves the po-called ‘traditional’ or ‘conventional scholarly gram-
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mars® out of consideration here and restricts oneself to the move recent ap-
proaches to the phenomena of language that have mct with a greal responsc
in linguistic cireles, one may, with some justification, describe all of them —
whether behaviourist-oriented taxonomic structuralist linguvistic analyses
or descriptions along the line of the so-called “standard theory” of transforma-
tional generative grammar as initiated by Noam Chomsky — as synta ctic-
ally (or, at least, non-semantically) based approaches to grammar.

All of them ceutre attention primarily on the formal — syntactic or
phonological -- propertics of linguistic utterances, their phonetic or syntactic
form, or, in other words, on the study of utterances as “syntactical units’,
‘syritactic structures’ or ‘sound structures’, whether physically manifest or
‘superficial” or of the more abstract, ‘deep” or ‘underlying Lind.

The earlicr of the two major directions in the study of grammar, “struetural
descriptions” or “descriptive structuralist grammar’, professedly restricted its
representation mainly (if not exclusively) to ‘outer” “lin guistic forms... of
independent. utterances” (Fries 1852 :24) as “gyntactical umit[s]’ (Frics
1952 : 31} or “formal patterns of sentences” (Fries 1952 : 36) and ex-
pressly rejected “the using of meaning as the basis for ... grammatical ana-
lysig” (Fries 1952 : 55). It was, as is widely acknowledged today, obviously
beyvond the scope of its possibilities (and, admuttedly, outside the intentions of
its initiators) to adequately describe what essentially contributes to making
human languages what they are, namely the fact that all of them provide
the means for expressing one’s thoughts in a varicty of ways or, to quote
structuvalists such as Charles €. Frics themselves, for putling “the samo
content ... into & variety of linguistic forms” (Fries 1952 : 19), and
allow for it that “dersclbe Gedanke in verschiedenen Bétzen ansgedrvickt
werden”” kann, “‘ebenso wie dor gleiche Satz zum Ausdruck verschiedener
Cedanken dienen kann™ {Wygotski 1964 : 301).

To illustrate this briefly, synonymy at the sentence level is found, for
instance, in cases hke
(1} (i) US helicopters have flown more Saigon regime troops from South

Vietnam to Cambodia
(i} Pilots of the US armed forces have flown more Saigon regime troops
from South Vietnam to Cambodia by helicopter
(2) (i) This room has three windows
(ii) There are three windows in this room
(3) (i) It seems to me that Jack resembles Petor
(ii) I have the impression that Jack bears resemblauce to Poter
(i) (According) to my mind Jack is similar t0 DPeter
(iv) T think that Peter and Jack are similar {to each other)
(4) (i) John may have gonc to London (by car)
(ii) It may be that John has gone to London (by car}
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(iii) Tt is possible that it iz truc/the case that John has gone to London
(by car)

(iv) 1 consider it possible that (it is true that) John has gone to London
(by ecar)

(v} It [may be | true that John has gone to London (by car)
13 Iu)ﬂﬁihl}ri
perhaps
(vi) John has |possibly] gone to London (by car)
perhaps

Sentence (4) (i) (as well as others of this group) may, at the same time, scrve
as an illustration of what 1s sometimes called homonymy at the level of the
sentence. For example, it leaves open the question of whether John has gone
to London alone and as driver or with somebody else driving the car.

Chomsky-oriented studies of language of the “classical’ transformational
generative kind, in their attempts to overcome apparcnt inadequacies or
inherent limitations of preceding structural deseriptions, have, since the
publication of Synlaciic Struciures in 1957, directed their efforts towards
pencirating morc dceply into non-observable layers of language and setting
up ‘“deep’ or “underlying’ syntatic structurcs. In spite of notable advances
beyond the limits of descriptive structuralist approaches, however, the limita-
tions of the classical transformational generative approach themselves have
become more and more apparent in recent vears, Thus it seems highly doubt-
ful today whether even a ‘revised”™ “standard theory™ of transformational
generative grammar will ever enable linguists to tackle fuily those problemns
whose solution was entirely out of the reach of descriptive structuraligts.

It 18 true, of course, that the “standard’ transformational generative
theory does not prineipally bar the way to asseciating meaning with ("deep’)
syntactic structures, and thus markedly distinguishes itself from descriptive
gtricturaliszm. In itg representations of the "'meaning-form relations’,
however, the standard theory assigning priority or ccntrality to deep strue-
tures to be generated in the syntatic component, adopts a “deterministic’
view hardly suited to adequately reflect the complicated character of these
relations,

According to this theory, the deep syntaclic structure of a semtence is
“the abstract underlying form which determines the meaning of a
sentence’” (Chomsky 1966 @ 57). “The underlying structure ... determines
the semantic content” (Chomsky 1965 : 15ff). It “expresses those gram-
matical functions” (Chomsky 1968 : 26) and “relations ... that determine the
meating of a sentencee” (Chomsky 1968 : 28) or “play a central role in
determining the semantic interpretation”. |

Deseriptive adequaey will, in our opinion, however, scarcely be attainable
without recognizing “‘the dialectically contradictory character of the

3



36 R. Berndt

interrelatedness of syntactic and semantic structures” (Berndt 1971 : 8) and
thus acknowledging the fact that “‘linguistic sighs and thoughts are indis-
solubly linked with one another, but this linkage is dialectically contradictory™
(Klaus 1965 : 330; translated from German).

Apart from — essential — implications with regard to the adequacy of
the theoretical foundations of such approaches to language deseription, it
secms to us that factors such as the impossibility of taking the dialectically
contradictory character of the content-form relations fully into account also
negatively influences the applicability of the results of such deseriptions to
language teaching purposes.

Facts such as these, that one and the same judgment, for example, may
be expressed in differently structured sentences, that there are & number of
ways in which we can transfer a thought to others, or that many different
sentences may have the same meaning content while, on the other hand, one
and the same syntactic structure or pattern may very well permit conveyance
of a number of relationally different semantic structures (ef. Berndt 1971 : 18),
or that the same sentence may be used to say quite different things, can
obviously not be completely ignored in foreign language teaching either,

In our opinion, what reduces the ‘usefulness’ of grammatical descrip-
tions giving precedence to ‘outer’ or ‘inner’ syntactic construction over
semantic organization for language teaching purposes or makes their “opti-
mality” questionable, at least, is, amongst other things, this very same fact,
g0 often adduced as an argument against semantically oriented approaches,
that “the same meaning content can be put into a variety of linguistic forms™.
What impairs their value for practical teaching and learning purposes but
is absolutely inevitable in grammatical descriptions of the descriptive struc-
turalist kind, namely the separation of language phenomena in neglect of
semantically relevant connections between them, on the one hand, and. on
the other, the subsummation of what from the point of view of scmantic
reflationships are widely differing phenomena purecly beeause of formal syn-
tactic sameness or similavity, will, as far as we can sce, to some — probably
not inconsiderable — extent not be avoidable for transformational generative
grammar either.

2

One of the major objectives of foreigh language teaching (FLT)} is oh-
viously to develop ‘communicative competence’ ("Kommunikations-
fabigkeit’) in the learner to an extent “which matehes, at least in part, that of
native speakers of the language to be learned” (Ritchie 1867 : 68). In other
worids, what FLT aims at, is, forcign language mastery to an optimally high
degree, unthinkable without the development of mental abilities, and first
and foremost the ability to use the foreign language for communicative
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purposes, or communicate effectively in the FL, also called *Sprachbe-
fahigung’, ‘linguistic ability”" or “capacity’ for the production and perception of
maximally many utterances in the Janguage to be learned, i.c. ‘“not the mere
ability to mouth the utterance ..., not the mere ability to understand the
utterance”, capability not only of “saying and understanding ... but saying
with understanding’ {Newmark 1966 ; 223ff).

Somewhat more explicitly we might, perhaps, say that what FLT has to
achieve is to enable the student to express his thoughts, convictions, his
feelings and emotional state, ete. in the foreign language, to realize his “inten-
tion[s] of getting something over to somebody else, modifying his behaviour,
hig thoughts, or his gencral attitude toward a situation” (Thorne 1967 : 68)
etc. as well as to understand messages communicated by other speakers of
that language.

Linguistic research with the objective of supplying results of optimal
‘utilizability’ for the practical teaching of foreign languages cannot, in our
opinion, be reduced to viewing language as ‘language per se’, ‘language as
form or structure’, but will, in accordance with the above mentioned goals of
FLT, have to attribute essential importance to the so-called “‘communica-
tive — informative® function (‘kommunikativ-informative Funktion’) of
language. |

Buch an approach to the phenomena of language will, therefore, of neces-
sity, have to differ from that of N. Chomsky, for example, who expressly
denjes the jraportance of this function for linguistic theory: “'It is wrong to
think of human use of language as characteristically informative, in
fact or intention. Human lunguage can be used to inform or mislead, to clarify
one’s own thoughts or to display one’s cleverness, or simply for play, If we
hope to understand human language and the psychological capacities on
which it rests, we must first ask what it is, not how or for what purposes
it 18 uscd” (Chomsky 1968 : 62),

Separating “human language’ as ‘linguistic structure® or "a structural
system’ — partially or entirely — from “human use of language”, or attempting
to study it in isolation from the basic question of "how and for what purposes
it is used’ means, at the same time, severing its connexions with all other
“intellectual and practical-concrete activity in society’ 1, or, at least, blurring
these connexions, passing over the social character of language, the fact of
1ts being socially conditioned, and taking no account of the “social nature of
the human essence as the basis both for the emergence of his linguistic abil-
ity and for his actual use of language” (ZISW 1972 : 25).

In view of these facts wo arc inclined to give preference to conceptions

1 ZISW 1972: 22 (this and the following quotations from ZISW 1972 have heen kindly
transalated from the German original by my friond and eolleague, Mr. P. M. Plant, M, A},
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according to which ““for us the system of language ... has no existence
detached from the actual use of language. Rather, it is a totality of regular
and law-governed features and characteristics of language use which are
objectively commected with, and related to, cach other”2 Both sides of this
activity—indissolubly linked with, and in, language-"cognitive or "mentil
activity' (by which we here understand reflections in the mind of non-
verbal ns well as verbal states of affairs, i.e. perception of linguistic utter-
ances) and ‘communicative activity’ are obviously to be considered as
two sides of an cssentially social activity “in which individuals and social
groups control and regulate their behaviour reciprocally, the control and re-
gulation taking place hy way of (human) consciousness’™ (ZISW 1972 : 6) and
“important mediating. co-ordinating. planning and guiding functions are
carvied out” (ZISW 1972 : 25},

Luanguage teaching with the aint of enabling the learner to perform com-
municative activity in the sccond language, in our opinion, needs linguistic
deseriptions in which especial consideration is paid to langnage in its capacity
as the prime medium of exchanging messages m socicty, as a historical prodnet,
a “medium of exchange ... ereated by and for society” (Bolinger 1968 : 300)
or “a means through which interaction helween human heings takes place”
(Smith 1969 ; 90) or “without which ... significant social intercourse 15 hardly
possible’ (Sapiv 1970 : 25),

However, according to N. Chomsky himgelf, this is no concern of the
‘standard theory’ of transformational gencrative "grammat’, neither is it of
deseriptive structuralist representations. It obviously requires attempts at
approaching the study of language from another, different angle.

3

With regard {o the subject matter of grammatical description we fully
share the view according to which “the theory of grammar cxamines the
totality of language but examines it from a gpecial abstractional point of
view ... the semiotic ... . The subject matter of the theory of grammar com-
prizes the organization and structural composition of cach of the
two sides ... {the components and organizational relations) of the cognitive
contents and (the components and organizational relations) of their pos-
gible forms of utterance ... in relation to the organization and structural
composition of what in each case is the other side, ... the laws to wlich the

2 ibid., p. 16. Tho original version 1s “Dus Sprachsystern hat fiv uns keine von der
wirklichen sprachlichen Titigkeit abgesonderte Existonz. Ba st vichnehr cine Gesamt-
heit von regelmiissigen, gosctzmassigen Zigen und Merkmalen der sprachlichen ‘Tatig-
keit, die objektiv miteinander verbunden und aunfeinander berogen sind™.
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reciprocal relations between the content and forms of ... utterances con-
form™3,

Cenfronted with the problem of what to consider the units forming the
basis of grammatical deseription, it is useful, perhaps, to remembor that the
‘communicative competence” to be developed in the learner inforeign language
teaching is often, somewhat generally, defined as the ability to uwnderstand
and produce utteranccs in this langnage, Whatl iz meant herc by "ut-
terance”, ‘linguistic utterance® or ‘language-utterance’ is a sort of “com-
municative unit’, occasgionally described as the “smallest operational unit
on the level of meaningful continuous discourse” (Leont’ev 1970 : 333; trans-
lated from Russian) in the sense of a number of successive, or a sequence of,
utterances exhibiting o larger or lesser degree of contextual cohesion, a "basic
unit of communication’.

In view of the apparent impossibility of achieving anything like a “grammar
of dizcourse” ("Textgrammatik’) in the near future, it scems reasonable to us,
for the time being, to keep within the limits of the linguistic ntterance for
descriptive purposes, too, and to regard it as the most adequate unit from
which to start our description.

In referring to the linguistic utterance as the basic unit of deserip-
tion we are primarily guided by matters of content, by the character of the
“utterance’ as — at least, minimally ‘closed” — “message’ or, in other words,
a linguistic unit capable in itself, that is without any "supporting” contextual
or other gituational factors, of bearing a certain information content or “Sinn-
gehalt” or suited alone to cxpress a thought, (We are fully aware of the defi-
nitional problems connected with preciscly determining the limits of what
constitutes an utterance’® but do not, at present, consider definition the task
to be fully solved hefore any further steps can be taken.)

In a similar way, at least, K. Ammer calls the ,abgeschlossene ﬂ'ussel‘ung”
as ,sprachliche[s] Ganze|s]” ,eine ... hhere ... Leistungseinheit der Sprache ...,
in der die Vorstellingskonstellation des Sprechers dem  Gespriichspartner
erschlossen wird” (Ammer 1958 64ff).

What alse has a bearing upon questions concerncd with putting the de-
seription into practice, is obviously the possibility of further differentiation

s ZISW 1972: 9 ff. Thoe original version is “Dic Gramnatiktheorie betrachtet das
Ganze der Sprache, sie betrachtet s aber unter eincin speziellen Abstrakiionsgesichts-
punkt ..., [dem] somiotische [n] ... Den Gegenstand der Grammatiktheorie bilden die
Glicderung und der Aufbau jedor der beiden Seiten, ... die Hinheiton und Beziehungen der
(iHederung der Bowusstseinsinhalto [und] die Einheiten und Beziehungen der Gliederung...
[ihrer] méglichen Ausserungsforinen ... in bezug auf Glicderung und Authan der jeweils
anderon ..., dic Gesetzmissigkeiten des gegensciten Begugs zwischen Inhalt und
Formen ... der Aussernngen”.
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between ‘simple’, ‘elementary’, or ‘minimum’ complete utterances on the one
hand, and ‘complex’ or ‘expanded’ utterances (sometimes also ealled “modi-
fication structures’) serving mental reflections of ‘complex’ or “complicated’
states of affairs, on the other.

The relevance of this distinction for practical teaching purposes remains
valid, in principle, in spite of the apparent existence of limits to the splitting
up of communicative units into “elementary” complete utterances which cannot
be exceeded in ultimately practice-criented descriptions without reducing
rather than raising their practical value, but for the setting of which precise,
objective criteria will scarcely be adducible. (Decisions here will certainly
have to depend to some extent upon the relations existing between particular
source and target languages.)

It seems advisable, at this point, to expressly caution the reader against
schematically equating

‘simple utterance’ with ‘simple” (or basic) sentence and

‘complex utterance’ with ‘complex’ {or complicated} sentence.

As will soon be shown in the later passages, even the ‘simple’ or ‘elementary’
utterance is a semantically complicated structure, the components of which will,
in a full representation, have to be strung together in a “conjoined structure’
bearing the outer form of a complex sentence. Where ‘simple utterances’
appear in the form of “simple sentences’, which is, of course, very possible,
this has obviously to be considered as due to secondary ‘condensations’
(lexical or syntactical, in kind) in the process of the pmgressi:ve shaping of the
mental, semantic structures and their conversion into physically manifest

speech units. What is found in actual ‘simple sentences” may, m other cases,

also be the result of condensations of ‘complex utterances’.

4
As concerns the organization or construction of ‘language utterances’
as bagic units of linguistic description, we shall confine oursclves here to some
very general remarks only and try to make our representations more explicit,
in part at least, in the following exposition.

“Linguistic utterances’ in the sense explicated, may be regarded from the
aspect of their character as physically actualized, material units, ie. phe-
nomena of objective reality, and, in their capacity as mental or ideal units,
as prescnt in the minds of the speakers of a Janguage and thus having psycho-
logical reality., Language units of this sort can obviously be said to consist
or be made up of different layers of structure exhibiting a particular ‘rule-
determined’ internal organization and systematically interrelated. Tt is usual,
therefore, to ascribe three structural levels to linguistic utterances: semantic
structure, syntactic structure, and ‘sound structure’ (to be linked somehow
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with orthographic structure). (For purposes of description aimed at in our
project the latter will be of interest only, or mainly, at any rate, as far as
matiers of intonation contours of the relevant utterance types are conecerned).

It is theoretically possible on each of these levels (or structural layers)
of linguistic utterances to distinguish specific functioning units and relations
between these units, or, in other words, particular relational patterns
(‘Relationsgefiige’) and categories. These are, apart from ‘sound patterns’
or ‘patterns of intonation” (about which nothing more can be said in the pres-
ent paper), what may by called .

patterns of semantic relations and (relational) categories and their syn-
tactic ‘counterparte’

patterns of syntactic relationships and categories,

Any model of grammatical description aiming at descriptive adequacy will,
in accordance with the three-levelled organization of linguistic utterances,
certainly have to comprise three main levels of representation (or “‘components’),
namely the scmantic level (or content level), the level of syntax (or
syntactic level), and the phonological level, which, in themselves, permit
further subdivisions. In this connexion we must content ourselves with direc-
ting attention to the obvious possibility of distinguishing two sub-levels or
components at the content level which we will tentatively call the level of
semantic relations and the lexicon (sometimes also called the ‘lovel of
lexical representations’).

D

Although there can be no doubt of a “full” description of linguistic utterances
having to cover represcntations of their construction at each of the three
major levels mentioned, the crucial question essentially influencing the charac-
ter (2 and adequacy) of the description is evidently the question of the level
from which to start in this undertaking.

In view of the apparent limitations of approaches to the study of Tanguage
strueture’ in the way of deseriptive structuralist or “classical” transformational
generative grammar — limitations concerning the theoretical foundations as
well as the practical applicability —, further inguiries into the possibilities of a
non-syntactically based approach to the phenomena of language seem to us
not only legitimate but at the same time highly worth-while and promising.

What we propose, therefore, is to choose the semantic level as the
deseriptive base and first of all consider the linguistic utterance as a
means of transmitting information (‘message’), as & ‘meaning-bearing unit’,
not the potential syntactic forms {or ‘structures’} available in the particular
individual languages to express the semantic content under congideration.

The potentiality, inherent in any language, of producing an infinite number
of lingnistic utterances, admittedly forbids starting deseriptions at this
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level with full representations of the meaning content of the single individ-
ual utterances as occurring in objective recality (and as such absolutely
indispensable as source material to the student of language). It is obviously
necessary, thereiore, to look for a higher level of abstraction as the origin
for describing the scmantic structure of language utterances.

What we are looking for is, in our opinion, the level of semantic re-
lations from which it seems possible to us to gain access to “underlying’
semantic relational structure which the particular individual utterance
in 1ts capacity ag a unit of content shares with other utterances of the same
type (Lype of utterance).

The utlerance as oceurring at this level of description is, in other words,
an abstraction from those semantic features and properties which make up
1t8 special character as single free, or individual, uttevance. Tt contains only
those most general content features characteristic of the whole group of
utterarices belonging to the same type and representing, so to speak, its
"basie content’. The patterns of this level are, in a cortain way, ‘communica-
tion-oriented” forms of the refleetion of reality in mind, not cssentially dis-
similar from what Rosenthal — Yudin ¢all “forms of the reflection of reality
in thought ... which themselves reflect the most general features of I'fmlit}r:’
(Rosenthal and Yudin {eds.) 1967 : 252ff).

What we are attempting to get at on the level of semantic relations might
well be deseribed, too, as ‘constructional frames’, “skeleton structure’,
(also called occasionally “plans® or "programmes’ of language utterances) or,
simply, frames into which particularizing, identifving and other items or
details can be fitted, and which, in this way, arc convertable into “simple’
concrete individual utterances capable of being conjoined with other “simple’
utterances (of the same or another type) into ‘complex’ cognitive contents,
‘komplexe BewnBtseinsinhalte).

To make thiz more explicit (expressly restricting ourselves to what we
have called "simple’ linguistic uticrances), will be the main concern of
the rest of this papoer. Before doing so, it is not out of place, perhaps, to briefly
tonch apon questions of the potential impact of such an apprmmhl to linguistie
description on the teaching of languages (in accordance with the objectives
ontlined above).

In connexion with further offorts to increase the effectiveness of foreign
langunage teaching with the support of linguistic research, there are three
aspeets which scem to us to be especially worth mentioning,

(1} An approach to the phenomena of language as suggested above will

hopefully provide descriptions which m our opinion, will enable teachers
to — free ‘grammatical tcaching® from one-sided confinement to “outer’
or ‘decper’ — syntaetic forms and thus make it possible to dismiss “purely’
syntactic patterns without, of necessity, entirely desisting from "pattern prac-
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tiee® or employment of “Loitschemata’, ‘Modellkonstruktionen®, or “Kon-
struktionsmuster” in language teaching classes, textbooks, programmes, ete.

‘Syntactic patterns’, whether of the descriptive structuralist sort and thus
“leaving the underlying structure unrevealed” (Bolinger 1968 : 295) or going
further back to ‘deep structures’ to be generated in the syntactic component of
‘standard’ transformational grammars, have, in spite of more or less far-
reaching dissimilarities, obviously one thing in common which inevitably
reduces their utility for language teaching purposes: the concrcte individual
utterances derivable from one and the same pattern or to he formed by using
a given framework are, of necessity, highly heferogeneous with regard to
their semantic content or organization. What is essential to the learner, at
least until he has acquired a relatively good basic command of the foreign
language, “evenly proportioned’ or equal concentration on form and content,
or morpho-syntactical and lexical matter, to an optimally high degree, is
evidently difficult if not impossible, to achieve in pattern practices based on
syntactic patterns only.

Therefore maintaining the “sentence pattern’ or “formal pattern of sen-
tenice” unchanged does not, in many cases, at least, relieve the learner of the
necessity of ‘leaps’ in matter of content and of “imagining a whole fresh
situstion for every utterance while keeping up with the mechanical require-
ments of the exercise™ (Newmark and Retbel 1968 : 238). Especially illustrative
examples of this are found in "classical’ behaviourist-oriented pattern drill
hooks in which no attention is paid to any aspects of the “inmer’ form of
linguistic utterances. Thus, within one and the same leszon, for mstance,
sentences sach as the following are given to be changed according to the
esxumple:

We passed a girl, She was standing on the corner.

= We passed a girl standing on the corner.
{1) They spoke to the man.  Ie was selling shoes.

(2} We found the boys. They were playing baseball,

(3) They thought of me. I was studying in my rooin.

{4} I could feel my heart. [t was beating rapidly.

(5) I saw him. He was going to the movies, cte,

{Lado and Fries 1965 : 256 fI),

Althoungh the required formal operations (“combin[ing] the statements ... to
make a shorter utterance™) are undoubtedly the same in all cases, one will
certainly look in vain for any systematic connexions with regard to the semantic
content of the sentences under congideration. If we are inclined to accept
opinions according to which “struetural drills, in which the student practices
switching quickly from an utterance appropriate for one situation to another
utterance appropriate for quite another situation, are ineffective in principle
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(Newmark and Reibel 1968 : 238)”, we will obviously have to apply the same

judgment without any restrictions to ‘drills” of the kind just mentioned.

We are not at all against “pattern practices’ and do not in the least doubt
their usefulness — or even indispensability — in foreign language teaching,
But we believe in the possibility of ‘pattern practices’ of & new kind, more
efficient and theorctically more soundly based than ‘classical’ “pattern prac-
tice’ resting entirely on theoretical principles of behaviourism, the inadequacies
of which can scarcely be overlooked any longer. Changes in this as in other
respects may very well be brought about by a semantically based approach
to a description of the phenomena of language.

‘What is particular and noteworthy about the ‘input material® of the level of
gsemantic relations — the semantic relational structures of linguistic ut-
terances — is the fact that the “constructional frames® here are not purcly’
semantic in the same way as the patterns of structural descriptions or the
"deep structures’ of “standard’ transformational gencrative grammar are {or
are considered to be) ‘purcly’ syntactic. ‘Relational patterns’ as occurring
at the first level of a semantically based description are patterns of semantic
(or lexical) as well as of (morpho-) syntactic relevance. It is this very
same fact which, in our opinion, will open wup entirely new possibilities of
‘pattern practice’, possibilities of using one and the same “constructional
frame” for a variety of purposcs, such as
— the development of control of syntax by concentrating on the (morpho-)

syntactic organization of linguistic utterances of the particular type under

consideration,

— the step-by-step expansion of syntactic control by enlarging upon potential
variations in the syntactic structuring of the relevant utterances,

— the gystematic expansion of vocabulary by concentrating on the inscrtion of
appropriate lexical items as well as on the possibilities of ‘lexical eon-
densations”,

— contering on the intonational patterning of the specific vtterance type, ete.

or (perhaps to an even greater extent) possibilities of substituting specific

components of the relational structure while keeping the others inchanged
and proceeding in the same ways just described or in others which cannot be
gone into at this point.

{(2) What we have already hinted at in the preceding passage, but what seems
to us to be worth poiuting out more clearly, is the apparent possibility —

opened up by a semantically based approach — of overcoming the usually
sharp division between ‘grammatical teaching’ or teaching (exercises, etc.)
designed for the ‘acquisition of grammatical knowledge’ and ‘development
of the productive control of syntax’ on the one hand, and the “teaching or
expansion of vocabulary’, on the other, which is so characteristic of much
language teaching as it is practised today.
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(lonsvious and purposeful consideration of criteria of ‘semantic as well as of
syntactic relevance” in the composition of ‘texts’ to be used in a systemati-
cally arranged language teaching course must, obviously, be considered another
means of increasing the effectiveness of foreign language teaching. Proceeding
in this way will, at the same time, cnable us to establish closer conformity to

. “linguistic reality” in which “vocabulary’ and “grammar’, “das Lexikalisehe

und das Grammatische” (Wissemann 1961 : 5), do not exist i isolation from
each other but in a relation of “gegenseitiger Durchdringung” (“mutual
penetration’) and constitute, as H. Wissemann puts it, “in einer innigen
Funktionsgemeinschaft ... miteinander den Sinn des Satzes” (Wissemann
1961 : 1).

It is for this reason, too, that we prefer to use ‘grammar’ as the more
comprehensive term under which lexico-semantic as well as morpho syntactic
and phonological phenomena may be subsumed. Opinions, according to which
‘grammar’ plays a subordinate role in FLT — the main concern of which
is to be considered the teaching of knowledge of, and the development of
skills in the use of, foreign language vocabulary, — clearly betray an unac-
ceptably narrow view of what constitutes ‘grammar’ and entirely fail to grasp
the systematic interrelatedness of the phenomena of language.

What is ignored by adherents of this view is, amongst other things, the
fact that, given a definite number of lexical elements to assign to or string
together into a single utterance (as, for example, boy, book, girl, give, ad-
ditionally marked, perhaps, as {4 definite}), what is actually given is more
than the simply Jexical. The ‘independent’ ‘meaning-bearing” constituents of
the utterance(s) to be formed out of them cannot properly be said to be more
“bearers” of so-called ‘lexical meaning” or “semantic meaning’ or, in other
words, representations of mental pictures of elements of state of affairs which
as such have nothing te do with what is traditionally called ‘grammatical
meaning”, In reality, they do, in fact, also contain ‘syntactically relevant
information’.

In this sense, one can certainly agrec with H. Wissemann who exprosses
the opinion that ‘it is very possible” “vom Bestande der lexikalischen Zeichen
eincs Satzes aus weite Bereiche des Grammatischen zu erginzen und somit
seinen Sinm zwar nicht eindeutig aber doch in wechselndem Grade der An-
niherang an das Gemeinte zu erfassen”, that the “Erginzbarkeit des Gramma-
tischen vom Lexikalischen aus®, however, “... nicht das Grammatische in
seiner (resamtheit, sondern nur einen Teil des Grammatischen ... bhetrifft”
(Wisseman 1961 : 4 - 5).

It should be clear to evervhody that as soon as the isolated items boy,
book, girl, give are selected from the lexicon of English, for instance, to be
troated as constituents of one and the same linguistic utterance, the number of
states of affairs to be reflected in and expressed by utterances containing these
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four clements is dofinitely limited and the possibility of combining these
‘words’ is clearly restricted in accordance with the mutual relations which
can be entered into by the elements of the states of affuirs referved to by the
lexical items nnder congideration. Thus, the inherent ‘combination restrie-
tions” clearly conline “acceptability” to (5) {1) and (ii) of the following structures
and block combinations as thosc illustrated in (5) (iii) Lo (5) (vi)

(6} (i) a boy give - [a book to a girl
{{1 girl a book ]
(1} a girl give — [& book to a boy
a boy a book ]
(i) a girl give a boy {0 a book
(iv) a boy give — a girl to a book
(v} & book give — a boy to a girl
(vi) a book give — a pirl to a hoy

Consistently taking account of conmexions or interrelationships such as

these and systematically utilizing them for language teaching purposes will
cerfainly be greatly facilitated by descriptions of the kind advocated in this
papor.
(3) Approaching the description of linguistic phenomena from a semantic
base will, in our opinion, not only give the learner an insight generally into
domains beyond “pure’ outer syntactic form which are clogsed to him in the
mechanical drills of behaviourigt-oriented pattern practice, but we are con-
vinced, 1t will also put him in a position of even going beyond the “deep
gtructurcs’ of classical transformational generative grammar and of mentally
penetrating more deeply into the phenomena of the language to be learned
and their interrelations. It will permit not only "nsight into the syntactic
structure’ but ‘intellectual understanding’ in the more comprehensive sense
of “mentally grasping” the things to be learned as the only, or, at least, the
best way to ‘commanding’ or ‘controlling® them, without in any way de-
manding a return to the ‘grammaticizing way” of langnage teaching or ne-
gating, in the slightest that “nnderstanding and performance are inseparable”™
(Bolinger 1968 : 208).

B

The main conecern of the following chapter will be to give a first, tentative,
survey of the components of the organization of the ‘simple’
linguistic utterance (in its capacity as ‘basic unit’ of language deserip-
tion) at the level of semantic relations. We are fully aware of the
lack of uniformity and the differenices in the degree of abstractness and de-
tailedness of the representation — unfortunately inevitable at the present
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stage of research — and have no doubt that a number of the assumptions we
shall make here will have 1o be made more precise, to be modified or wholly
abandoned in the course of further advances in our state of knowledge, and
that greater adequacy of the description requires a higher degree of formaliza-
tion than that to be achieved in the present paper.

We should also like to point out, from the very beginning, that the fol-
lowing analyses of ‘simple linguistic utterances’ are restricted to ‘direet’
utterances {as opposed to reports of somebody else’s statements, cte.).

1

In representing the underlying semantic relational structure of
‘simple linguistic utterances’, which, in our opinion, can be described as
language invariant or, at least, not bound to any particular individual lan-
guages, it seems possible — and legitimate for descriptive parposes — to dis-
tinguish » number of major components which themselves can be further
divided into sub-components. As far as we van see at present, analyses of
the semantic ‘make-up’ of linguistic utterances will have to take into con-
sideration such kinds of ‘content elements’ as we here propose to subsume
under four main components or constituents of their underlying relational
structure, which we will, for lack of morc adequate terms, very provisionally
call

Propositional Frame,
Reference Frame,

Speaker Attitude  and
Communication Situation.

By ‘propositional frame® we here understand that part of the relational
pattern of the linguistic utterance in its capacity as a unifi of content which
serves the reflection of states of affairs ov, more precisely, perhaps,
the ‘projection’ of .— “dircet” or ‘indirect” — mental pictures of specific
sections of the primary material or social reality (as far as subsumable under
the notion of “state of affairs’) and which is sometimes also called the ‘logico-
gemantic component’.

Similarly we might say that the component under consideration serves
the ‘input’ of “cognitive content’. We thus distinguish, in accordance
with the authors of “Obgdee Jazykoznanie’, the “cognitive content as one of
the obligatory components of linguistic meaning”. (Ob&tce jazykoznanic
1970 ; 400; tranalated from Russian) "Cognitive content’ is to us in this
connexion a certain product of the cognitive activity or mental apprehension of
man, either in the sense of “direet” mental apprehension or reflection by the
speaker himsclf or in the sense of a ‘mediated” product of the cognitive or
mental activity of other people.
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In order to prevent misunderstandings it is helpful, perh.a.ps, to l]_:mint
out that from the potential set of states of affairs to be reflected in the mind ?f
the speaker we have exprossly excluded linguistic utterances themael:ves.m
their capacity as “messages’ or physically manifest phe]n:umena; of objective
reality as ‘Teceivable’ by a listener, for example. The ‘images of iat:-a,tes of
affairs to be ‘shaped” within the "propositional frame’ are propositions a8
mental pictures of non-verhbal actual, past, or poasible (thinkable) — material
or ideal — states of affairs, |

Ideally, the mental picture to be dealt with in this part of the underlying

relational structure of the “simple linguistic utterance’ should be that of a
so-called simple’ or ‘clementary’ state of affairs (as opposed to fx.‘com;
plicated” or “complex’ state of affairs made up itself of two or more ‘simple
states of affairs), that is, logically speaking, a ‘simple’ (:r.r.'el?mentar}r pro-
position” potentially expansible into a ‘complex pmpom.tmn ;
" Ag far as this is concerned, however, we are still facing many.m%solved
prc-bléms, last not least from the aspect of the utility of our desurlptu.‘m for
practical teaching puposes. Irena Bellert may very .We]l l::c right :!IE.':I'B in hl:ﬂ‘
.opinion according to which “an ‘elementary’ or ‘simple” proposition 1s, In
fact, simple only with respect to its logical predicate. Its arguments, however,
may be quite complex” (Bellert 1969 : 38). o

The relations in this part of the underlying relational structure of 11ng1:ustm
utterances designed to form a frame for the apprnhende(} *orsum}cewcd
objective content, also called occasionally “logical’, 'u0g+n1t1vc or ‘seman-
tie rolations” are, in fact, veflections of “objektive Bemehung_en.zwmchen
den Gegenstinden und Brscheinungen, 7.B. Beziehungen des Oh_]ekts um;.l’
des Merkmals, réumliche, quantitative, kausal -konsekutive u.a. 'Bﬁlazwhungen
{Ob#dce jazykoznanie 1970 404 1), reflections of relations as e::u.fst-mg between
objects, properties, ete. (or, in the case of ‘complex’ 1:-1-01}03:1*010115, hetween

states of affairs) in objective reality or ideal” relations occurring between the
constituents of mental constructions, for instance. | ,

Tt is this which distinguishes semantic relations as ‘cognitive relations
in an important way from syntactic or, as they are frequently -::a,ll.ed,
"grammatical’ relations (or, at least, part of them) with ref(irelwi'a to which
Ch. C. Tries rightfully claims that “the actual relation of things in the r_eal
situation does not determine the grammatical relations of the worda cxpressing
these things in a ... sentence” {Fries 1952 @ 177).

2

Not unlike earlier studics in this field we advocate a further decomposition
of this component of the underiying relational pattern of lingmstic uttier{mcea,
i.e. their “propositional frame’, nto two substructures, the propositional
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nucleus on core, or, simply ‘nucleus’, and — tho remaining part of the
“propositional frame’ for which, for the time being, we have no better term to
offer than just ‘extra-nuclear component’

Of these two it is, undoubtedly, the “propositional nuecleus’ on which the
larger part of attention of earlier and contemporary ‘semantically-oriented’
studies has been centered and about the structure of which the ‘clearest®
ideas can be said to exist.

The “nucleus” as & relational structure within the larger relational structure
of the utterance as a whole, not including ‘time’® or "modality’, can, very
generally, be said to consist of two or more “propositional terms’ unequivocally
characterized with regard to the relations existing between them and ‘free®
or ‘unbound’ as far ag their order at this level of description is conecerned.
The constituents forming the ‘nucleus’ which serves the reflection of essential
features of the relevant type of states of affairs are, speaking somewhat more
precigely, the relational netion proper, truly “simple” or ‘elementary’ in
character and called “predicate’ or “predicate term’® in logic, and the rela-
tional constituents (‘arguments’ in logic) going with it. All of them to-
gether form a particular — semantic — construction within which each
constituent has its specific place, semantie function or role, or exists in
specific {scnse] relations to the other constituents.

The particular notions serving as constituents of such propositional struc-
turcs do not yet represent the “full” mental images of the individual components
of actual states of affairs, The relations between these notions or “concepts’,
the “conceptual relations’, as mental images of the relations occurring between
the (nuclear) elements of material or ideal states of affairs, cover but one
component of the conceptual pictures of these elements. What is important,
is that what we have here is exactly the syntactically relevant part of their
conceptual content.

What makes up the “propositional pucleus’, then, is apart from the pred-
icate term, ‘meaning units’ in specific “semantic functions® or ‘roles’ re-
presenting ‘“the parts that the various persons, objects, or other phenomena
may play in the particular states of affairs under consideration’.

As the available space precludes detailed descriptions, nothing like an
‘exhaustive® characterization of the structures representable under the “pro-
positional nucleus’ can be aimed at in the present paper. It is hoped, however,
that the following tentative representations of a group of related patterns
will serve to give a very rough impression, at least, of what may be covered of
the semantic structure of lingmistic wutterances in this particular subcom-
ponent,

Conerete individual utterances which, as far as their “propositional” com-
ponent is concerned, can be said to have underlying relational structures of
this sort {but have undergone different kinds of changes and lexicalizations or
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lexical condensations in the process of their conversion into physically manifest
speceh units), such as

{6) At Easter hundreds of people march from London to Aldermaston

{7) John intends to drive down from Edinburgh to London in his (own) car

{8) The American returned to his hotel from the airport

(9} Space-shuttles will soon be carrying passengers to and from space sta-
tions

{10} The political prisoners were flown from Brazil to Mexico

(11) He flew from Europc to Tokyo by the route across the Pole
are all to be assigned to structure (1), or, as in the following cases,
belong to the sccond structure,

(12) The boy fell down from the apple-tree onto the ground
{13) He was drifting out [frora San Francisco Bay] through the Golden Gate
into the Pacific Ocean,
or, are assignable to structure {3)
3 released political prisoners are in Mexico
) i {Americarf) is in hi, hotel }now
(15) The boy lies on the ground.

Before leaving the “propositional nucleus’, we should like to draw attention

to the following fact: As what we are concerned with is not states of affairs

themgelves but reflections of them in the mind of a speaker, it seems to us that
structures as represented here will require further ‘processing” before being
fully suited as “input’ material to the lexicon and the syntactic component,.

What we mean is that, in order to desecribe the degree in “completeness’ of the

picture of the relevant state of affairs as it exists in the mind of a particular

individual speaker, possibilities of further specifications of the relatiunal
constituents (ultimately, requirements for ‘embeddings®) will have to be taken
into consideration in the elaboration of the model of description.

Such specifications, whether optimally to be given in the form of ‘feature
indices” {as here) or in any other way, will probably have to include the fol-
lowing:

{4-particularized>:  not predicted of all elements of a class or, in the case
of { —particularized } {(which, combined with {4- identi-
fied)>, gives {(-generalized)), applied to the whole
class, e.g. LOCATION

{ tsingularized : (applicable in the cage of countables only) (not) related
to one member of a particular class, species or group,
c.g. a single LOCATION

{ +quantified: (excluded in the case of {}-singularized)), definitely
or indefinitely limited with regard to number, amount
size or extent in space or time

il
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{4qualified : modified with refercnce to quality, condition, ete.,
or, as in the case of “location in space or time’, fuxther
specified with regard to its “position’, e.g. ON THE
EARTH, IN EUROPE, IN ENGLAND

{ +sub-classified ): assigned to a particular sub-class or sub-group of the
class under consideration, e.g. TOWN

{ tidentified: made unique, identified as a separate entity, or restricted
to an individual person, animal, town, ship or any
other object, e.g. LONDON

In real statoes of affairs the featurcs mentioned are, of course, existent and
thus positive in value. Elements negatively specified in the rcflections of these
states of affairs in the mind of individual speakers are, therefore, potential
‘questioned elements” in the formulation of questions,

3

Full characterizations of what makes up the second sub-component of the
Propositional Frame, the one that we have called the Extra — Nuclear
Component, are difficult to achieve at the present stage of research. As is
evident from the construction of simple linguistic utterances such as

(16) I finished reading that book af work yesterday at eleven o'clock,

there remain a number of clements (those in italic type) not to be covered in
the Propositional Nuclens. What we are especially made aware of by examples
of the kind just quoted, perhaps, is the fundamental fact that everything oe-
curs in a spatio-temporal situation. It scems highly plausible to us, indeed,
that it is objective phenomena relating to this spatio-temporal situation
in particular that have to be taken account of in the Extra-Nueclear Component
of the Propositional Frame,

However, we do not feel in a position, at present to say anything substan-
tial about how to handle the location in space of states of affairs in the sug-
gested model of description and, therefore, have to content ourselves with
simply pointing to the obvious neeessity of including this in a fully adequate
description of the semantic structure of linguistic utterances. A somewhat
more explicit representation can be given, however, of what in our opinion has
to be eonsidered another main constituent of the Extra-Nuclear Component—
the Time constituent, This obviously consists of two subconstituents relating
to location and distribution in time of the states of affairs under consid-
eration,

What has been distinguished until now of the underlying semantic rela-
tional structure of simple linguistic utterances can be graphically represented
in the following way:
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Ut (terance)

l
-
- ) Y3 \ Prop (ositional Frame)
e
’ |
g ExErE,-Nuc (lear Component) Nue {leus)
Loo {at:;t}n}} 2 /
{Sit {uation) HLBRG0e T(i}ym(e) /
Bit {n1ation) Cont {our)

Of the iwo time-sub-constituents, the first (i.e. Sit) evidently has to serve
the ‘input’ of “concrete’ details referring, more or less definitely, depending
on the state of the speaker’s knowledge, to position {location or situation)
and — if not clociked by the character of its temporal contour — extension
or continuance (duration) in time of the particular action, event, process,
or state reflected in the mind,

Without, in any way, claiming ‘exhaustiveness® and finally of the repre-
sentation, the time-situation componeut might be said potentially to con-
tain elenients such as

r

Sit (uation in Time)

et

Locativey, (Sourecp,, ) {Goalgg,)

Each of the relevant constituents may then, in the same way as the rela-
tional constituents of the Nucleus, be additionally marked with respeet to
features such as those given on p, 23f in order to characterize more fully the
“preciseness’ of their reflections in the individual speaker’s mind,

The function of the second time-related sub-constituent (i.e, Cont) within
thie Propositional Frame is to speeify somchow “the temporal dimension ...
associated with the [particular] action {process or state}”4, or to establish the
“Verhiltnis .., dev Handlung zum Zeitverlauf” (Ammer 1958: 207) or, as it
is occasionally put, to reflect "the guality” of the action or state as regards
‘momentariness’ or “durativeness’, ‘completeness’ or ‘incompleteness’
instance,

Without attempting to submit any definite suggestion as to the exact
structuring of the temporal-contour component, the features specifiable
m this part of the semantic relational structure, may with some justification,
perhaps, be sald to include such as given in the following survey:

A 1w . T =,

for

*

f Rudjanovié 1972 119 We gratefully acknowledge the stiirmulating effect exereised,
on the present vepresentation by this paper in particulsr.
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("Temporal) done or vceurring without any per-
Instantive: eeptible duration of time, momen-

Cont{our}
tary, or pomnt-like
Temporally extending over & period of tuno
Extentive: and viewed in its entirety or full

(more closely}

Lirnited \ extent botween two definito limits
moving forward progressively from

Progressive;

one point to another on the way to
completion, being in progress ov
under way toward a further stage
or specific goal

considered as if continuing to

with no defi- Permanent:
nitely fixed / exist throughout an unlimited

or fixahle perisd of fime
Time Limits . . ; ;
(‘Stative') Non-Fermanent: without definitely fixed tersoral
L ird B ' s = i .
Iimits but net unlimited
Huving reached Perfective: having reachcd the end, the state
{Completion of being finished or complete,
being brought to an enucd, 1o R Rt
coasful eonclusion, into a finished
or perfeeted state, having come to
arn cud
Recurrent Tterative OeCIITIng o performed regularly,
Hepetitive Froquentative g fraquently. hoabitaslly or custmmn-
: (renerie arily

Further subdivision proves necessary in the case of the first group of ten
poral contours, at least. The following distinetions may tentatively be made:

Instantive genferall of momentary ACEIONS O vent
or point-like  transibions into a-
other state

Tneeptive: velating to the very moment of the
/ beginuing, the initial peint or mo-
ment of an action, process or state

Terminative: isolating the final puint of eonplo-

tion, the point at which an action
s earried thirough toward aceoin-

Tnstantive

|

plishment
Cessntive referring to tho istantaneous cot -
Discontinuative]:  ing to an end or ecgaation of an

avelnt, process, or netion
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Fxtentive relating to the whole perviod of the

genferall,  existenee, the Ml extent of an
action. process, or state from the
matial Lo the torminal point

Terminative

extentive:  covering ‘eompletive” siul Cinitive’
{1 charineterized below)

{.I*Jw}lutive }: relating o the mitial stage, the

Inchoative first. phases of the passing into a
cerbain state {(into existenco, out
of existence, away from o eertain
conddition ol beng, ete.}, tho fact
of having reaclied or bheing in the
nutial stago

Progressiv eferr .
ETEBaIve reforring to the getion or process a8
genferal): being in progress, under way, in

e /
full awing, ete.
A y 3
Jontinuative: relating to aetion or development
. ax being still in progress, or to con-
tinuange i1 somae state or condition

{
("o sV ' '
nelusive: referring to the teriminal stuge, the
progressing toward or .EIJIJ])I‘UHP-}I-
g toward or approaching an end

Conpletive; relating Lo the {ull tomporal extent

_ until the final peint of completion

ot careying through of an under-

takig  toward  sccomplishinent

W {witli the stew nore closely dieeet-

Progressiv

‘__’xt{:&livﬂ e Lo the completion than to tho
- \ h{‘-giunj g
mitive: referring to the period covering the

conpletion of the final part or por-
tron of a proeess or action

Onlv o few examules wi '
: J_li,f i ?c-.u exanmples will have to suflice here to illusteate what is to be under-
stood by the various temnor ; : .. .
y the varouws temporal contomrs mentioned in the preceding survey:
AR st S

l” T 3 ST N & " 1
(17) Jullm set out (xtarted) on his way from Edinburgh 10 London by car
(bicyele) at ten o'clock on May 20, 1972 {(meeptive’) )
.I.H 1 : L] . 4 i . 1 : . % .
{18) John completed (ended) his trip from Ediuburgh to London by car at 8
p.. o May 20, 1972 . -
" :;r}lhn arrived i Londen by ear at 8 p.m. on May 20, 1972 {“terminative®)
(19) Jobn broke ofl, stopped, speaking in the middle of a sentence {“cessative’)
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(20) John spent six months in London —
John stayed in London from the end of May until the beginning of July
(‘extensive’)

(21) John covered the distance (route) from Edinburgh to London by car in
ten hours (‘completive’)

(22) John covered the final part of his trip from Edinburgh to London by car
in two hours (“finitive’}

(23) John is setting out on his way from Edinburgh to London by car {‘incho-
ative’)

(24) John is (now) on hig way from Edinburgh to London by car.
John is driving from Edinburgh to London (“progressive gen)

{26) John is still on the (his) way from Edinburgh to London by car.
John ig still driving from Edinburgh to London (‘continuative’)

{26) John is covering the final part of his trip from Edinburgh to London by car.
John is approaching London by car (‘conclusive’)

(27) London is situated on the banks of the Thames (“permanent’)

(28) I know English {"non-permanent’)

(29) John has (just} arrived in London by car (“perfective’)

[painting the doors
washing the sghirt
(30) John has (just) { finished |cleaning the house
reading/writing the book
mepletﬁ;i(writing) the mﬂnusuripﬁ (“perfective’)

(31) John usually (always) goes from Hdinburgh to London by car (‘itera-
tive’).

Descriptions of the (semantic) construction of ‘language utterances’ as
‘messages’ or ‘means of linguistic communicative activity’, can definitely not
be restricted to the “cognitive content’ or “mental image proper’ of the partic-
ular state of affairs, which forms the “input” to the "Propositional Frame’, For
the “proposition” in its “pure’ form obviously is an abstraction which, although
isolated here for descriptive purposes, deoes not exist as such in the mind of the
reflecting individual.

What is present in the subject’s mind ig neither an image existing in com-
plete isolation from other cognitive contents nor something purely “objective’
in character but something which is affected somehow by the individual’s
(intellectual, volitional, or emotional) involvement or commitment to the object
of reflection. The character of the reflection, in other words, depends upon
the ‘inner state’ or “consciousness” of the refleccting subjeet, his concorn with
or attitude towards the particular state of affairs in question. In recognizing
the subjective element in the mental reflections of the individual one will,
on the other hand, however, have to pay equal consideration to the fact of its
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inseparability from the objective relations existing between the individual and
hig social environment.

The idea that there are two sides, ‘“‘zwei wesentliche Funktionen’ “‘die
objektive Seite” and “ein ... subjective[r] Aspekt” (Klaus 1969: 117), of the
thought to be taken account of, is reflected also in opinions of “traditional’
grammarians such as G. O. Curme, for instance, according to whom ‘‘the sen-
tence has two functions: ... it makes a statcment, or, in the case of & ques-
tion, calls for a statement, ... and it is an expression of emotions, attitudes,
intentions, and moods present in the speaker...” (Curme 1931: 1).

Before going into the consequences resulting from these facts for descrip-
tions of the organization of linguistic utterances on the content level, or, more
precisely, on the level of semantic relations, we should like to draw attention
to particular implications of the assumption that propositions (in the sense
of mental pictures of states of affairs) havc no “independent” existence but are
always, somehow or other, “penetrated’ by the speaker’s attitude with reference
to the state of affairs reflected and thus made into “judgements’. What we have
in mind here is the fact that “das Urteil immer im menschlichen BewuBtsein
existiert und daB es damit stets auch zu anderen BewuBtseinsinhalten
in Beziehung gesetszt wird” (Philosophisches Worterbuch 1971:1109).

It goes beyond the scope of the present paper to do full justice to the ob-
vious intricacy of the structural design of linguistic utterances on the level
of content. The following exposition can, thercfore, not be claimed to be more
than an ‘enumeration’ of elements to be taken into account in fuiler elabora-
tions of the model of description (which will be the subject of another paper now
in preparation). Although some suggestions in this direction could be made,
we shall refrain here from any attempts to give a formalized representation,

b

In further completing our picture of the underlying semantic relational
structure of utterances, we here suggest the addition of the “Reference
Frame® as anothcr main component.

We consider the function of this component to be that of serving the speaker
for reference in his formation of judgments concerning the states of affairs
reflected in his mind, or, in other words, providing the basis of judgment.
What is to be covered within the Frame of Reference are, in our opinion, pro-
perties of either mental images or states of affairs (in their capacvity as objects
of mental reflection) to which the individual may refer in his judgement, but
which have existence independently of him. This latter fact will have to be
borne in mind in order to prevent confusion with other features of judgements
which are clearly dependent on the subject,

Properties of the sort in question, which belong, at least in part, to the cate-
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gory of ‘relative’ (as opposed to “absolute’) propertics, may be said to include

such as the following:

(1) (degree of) agreement {or non-agreement) of the mental picture or the
matter of fact to be reflected in the mind, respectively, with certain “values’,
‘standards” or ‘norms’, such as

— the adequacy of the reflection itself, the (degree of} accordance of the image
with the actual state of affairs, the evidence, with fact or reality (i.e. the
truth-value of the proposition),

_ the ‘naturalness’, ‘reasonableness’, ‘soundness’, ‘correctness’, “lawful-
ness’ ete. of the matter of fact under consideration,

. the conformity (or non-vonformity) of a particular course of action or other
state of affairs with ecertain morms of behaviour, ethical or moral prinei-
ples as valid in a certain society or for particular social classes or groups,
with the desires of society, political principles, ideologies,
and many other properties or relations of the same category, verbally
representable in a very general form as

[aecord&nee
4 be (Deg) in {agreement ; with Y
conformity -

(2) objcctive potentiality, probahility, unavoidability or inevitability (SUG?ZI
as the quality of following immediately from physical, social, moral or logi-
cal laws, for example) of the coming into being or activity of something,
roughly verbalizable, perhaps as

possible
it be {Deg) {probale that:
inevitable

come to be] [reality
4 i{become [ lan actual fact] ! at some future time {or generally)
come into actual cxistence

(3) (degree of) necessity or requisiteness of a certain act, process or event for
something else:

(something that is) necessary (to a specific end)

required as a condition for

a prerequigite of Y

vital / cssential [ requisite to [ for

(4) (degree of) significance, utility, ete. for something else, vorbally represen-
table as:

A semantically based approach lo language description 5o
‘much] [importance ]}
great significance
of ( little r) svalue
no consequence
4 be little | Juse )t toffor Y
very |, [useful
(J r) jadvantageous}
highly|" [profitable

There is no doubt that the ‘list” of potential “objects of judgement” will have
to be further extended and that fuller representations will also have to take
account of ‘value — relations’ not referring to the “proposition’ as a whole
but to certain of its components, i.c. relating, amongst other things, to the
personality or character of people, motives and goals of actions, properties
of objects, aesthetic qualities, and many others,

6

What will scarcely raise any objections is the necessity of complementing
the underlving semantic relational structure of linguistic utterances by a com-
ponent serving the projection” ot those elements which particularly concern
the relations of the speaker to the reflected state of affairs itself or his attitude
with reference to speeific properties of it, i.e. properties of the sort mentioned
in the preceding paragraph. For lack of a better term we will, provisionally,
call this component {the component expressive of the) ‘Speakcer Attitude’;
if not the "Attitudinal Frame’.

For convenience of the description, it seems justifiable to split un this com-
ponent into two stih-components, according to the specific character of the
attitude to be assumed, and to further differentiate the elements to he covered
n them. Graphically, this might be represented in the following way:

- ——
—
— ——
—
i

Atf{titudinal ¥} Ref [Erenﬂf“mno) T'rop{esitional Framoe}
Intiellectual) Einotiional) Extru-Nuc Nue
Eval(national) Fval{national} / \ // \\

Heaetional s

Vol{itional) Opt{ative)



60 R. Berndt

Attention has to be drawn to the fact, however, that the two subeomponents
of the *Attitudinal Frame’ are, at least as far as we can see, not to be conceived
of as ‘co-vceurring components’ (with the exception of some spocifie cases),
but to be made use of optionally in the formation of a particular individual
utterance.

The first sub-component (represented as Int) may be said to be reserved
for the expression of a state of mind or mental attitude arrived at as a result
of reasoning or reflection, for the speaker’s way of thinking about or viewin g
certain things intellectually, whereas the second might be set aside for the
“input’ of elements more closely connected with the state of feeling, the speak-
er's cmotional attitude towards certain facts or imagined states of affairs, his
way of viewing certain things (more) emotionally,

Although we cannot go into details here, it must at least be mentioned that

the elements of the speaker’s attitude to be specified within the "Attitudinal
¥rame® do not at all necessarily require explicit formulation in the “actualiza-
tion” of the particular individual utterance. Instead of explicitly stating his
attitude, the speaker may, in many cases, decide upon other ways of indicating
his evaluation of or emotional involvement in a particular matter,
Besides intonation as a highly flexible means of expressing subtler shades
of attitudes, there is the lexicon itself which offers him opportunities for
peinting to his attitude simply by his choice of one of several possible lexi-
cal items basically identical in reference but differing in ‘connotation” or
‘tinge’, ‘neutral” or ‘non-neutral’,

The particular elements to be covered in the ‘intellectual attitude® com-
ponent have been named “Evaluational® and “Volitional”. The first of them,
the one (perhaps the only one) which seems to us to require at leasé “minimum
specification’ in the formulation of all utterances whatsoever, may be said
to serve “evaliation proper” or judgement’ in the narrower sense of the word,
that is expression of the mental attitude of the speaker assumed with reference
to the actuality, potentiality, probability, certainty, or unavoidability of the
state of affairs reflected in the mind or its conformity with certain standards,
norms, principles or regulations, or its significance, necessity, uscfulness for
something else, ete,

In any case the ‘evaluational® sub-component includes elements referring
to either unqualified (tacit) approval or denial, or to varying degrees ranging
from ‘absolute’ certainty to almost complete uncertainty about the object
of judgment, or to emphatic assertion or denijal. Tt does, of course, also include
other clements which cannot be gone into at this point.

A somewhat different mental attitude, called Volitional and assumed as a
result of deliberation or cxamination, may be said to relate to a future state
of affairs in the sense of an ‘envisaged goal®, a situation to be reachoed by —
more or less -- planned measures or concerted action. It is existent in the
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speaker in the form of a plan, will, intention, purpose, or design and
finds expression in linguistic utterances such as

{32) John had no intention of going from Edinburgh to London by car — John
had no intention of driving from Edinburgh to London.
(33) We are determined to reach a politieal solution of the Indochina problem.

The elements to be covered in the ‘emotional — attitude component’
obviously include emotional reaction or response to or evaluation of some-
thing seen, heard, or otherwise experienced, on the onc hand, and, on the other,
inclination towards the reaching of a certain goal arising from one’s own inner
condition, disposition, feeling or need, that is desire, want, wish, longing,
craving, need or urge, for instance, subsumed as "Optative’ in the graph-
ic representation. Concrete individual utterances containing elements of
this kind are, for example,

(34) T should very much like to drive down from Edinburgh to London,
(35) T am indignant at (view with dismay} the fact that US. helicopters have
flown more Saigon regime troops from South Vietnam to Cambodia.

7

Time and space permit only a few remarks on the possibilities of a still
more complete description of the uwnderlying relational structure of linguistic
utterances at the content level by the addition of another component, provi-
sionally called the ‘Situational Frame’ This component will enable us
to take into consideration the relevant features which concern the particular
communication situation with the inclusion of facts regarding the atti-
titude of the speaker to his interlocutor.

Apart from the main constituents, verhally to be represented as

inform-| Y (the one to whom the speaker adres-
SlEp Rt %te]l ] ses himself):

and the Location in Time of the utterance {which in ‘direct statements’ al-
ways has to be considered as NOW), it permits account to be taken of further
features influencing the way of formulating the utterance and determining,
in part, also the attitude of the speaker with regard to the particular state of
affairs reflected in his mind.

Among the features relevant — eapecially in relation to the “socially deter-
mined aspeots of speech’ — which could perhaps be represented in the form
of indices to the relational constituents of this component, such elements may
be mentioned as the speaker’s social standing, his membership of a social class
or social group, his educational level, the character of the relationship between
the speaker and the person(s) to whom the speaker addresses himsclf, with the
inclusion of diffcrences in status between them, etc.
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What is equally possible is to take account of the emotional reactions to the
behaviour of his partner{s) resulting immediately from the particular situa-
tion and indicated, frequently, in ‘emotional overtones® by means of imtena-
tional variation.

C

The topic of the prescnt paper necessarily demanded concentration on
questions of the semantic organization of linguistic utterances at the upper-
most level of abstraction to be taken account of in the suggested model of
description, the level of semantic relations. Restriction to this seemed to us the
more justifiable as what is to be covered at this level may hopefully be regarded
as invariant from Janguage to language and, therefore, is suited not only as
the initial level of the description of particular individual languages, but equally
well as the base from which profitably to set in Contrastive Structure Studies.
For it will scarcely be subject to doubt that “discovering how language-inva-
riant concepts and propositions... are ultimately realized or expressed in lan-
guage specific forms or structures in the two languages under enmparia({n”
(Berndt 1971: 29) must he considered onc of the main objectives of confrastive
linguistics.

“Language-specifieness’ does, in our opinion, begin to come in in what we
have distinguished as the Lexicon or lexical subcompenent within the seman-
tic level, more precisely, in the formation of individual utterances to be fitted
into specific “utterance-frames’ {or “semantic relational’ structures) 1t is thejse
processes concerning the generation of concrete individual utterances of partic-
ular types from the underlying relational structures established at the lc?fel
of semantic relations which are certainly of especial concern to contrastive
studies.

To go into the language-specific principles regulating these very processes
would, however, go far beyond the scope of this paper, if not beyond the state
of knowledge at the present stage of research. What might justifiably be expect-
ed in conclusion, would, perhaps, be to present at least some ideas concerning
the functions of the other levels or sub-levels of grammatical description as
conceived of in the present model.

The most important function of the LEXTCON, apart from supplying tl}e
list of the elementary meaning-hearing units of the particular langmage mn
question (not restricted, however, to elements serving the expression of so-
called lexical or semantic meaning as opposed to ‘grammatical meaning™),
obviously is to provide the “principles’ (or lexicon rules) regulating the selec-
tion and insertion of the appropriate individual lexical items into the particular
positions within the ‘utterance-frame’, on the one hand, and, on the other,
specifying the various posibilities of lexical condensations (as “move through
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air by means of...” = “fly”, for example) given in the language under consider-
ation.

The rule mechanism of the SYNTACTIC LEVEL, no doubt, will have to
consist of sets of principles (syntactic rules} regulating the syntactic pattern-
ing or fitting into syntactic patterns of the constructs derived on the semantic
level. Amongst these there will have to be Tules which establish the relations
of the units of meaning or semantic relational constituents (such as Agentive,
Pationt, Instrumental, etc.) to the syntactical functioning units — or, in other
words, rules which make the constituents of semantic rclational structures into
units of particular syntactic constructions (and, as such, holder of gyntactic
roles’y — or specify the ways in which the semantic units are to be given
gyntactic function and formally’ marked as means of expressing “grammatical”
relations, such as ‘“subject-of a sentence’, “predicate-of a sentence’, “dircet
object’, ‘indirect object’, ete.

Other rules of the sort to be found on the syntactic level will cither have to
be principles regulating the arrangement or order of the constituents of the
particular syntactic relational structures as means of expressing syntactic
relationships, or deletion rules specifying potential erasures of elements and
relations, principles governing the conjoining of the various components of
the lingunistic utterance (as distinguished in this paper} into a connected
whole, ruleg concerning reductions of syntactic structures to more compact
forms or, in other words, syntactical condensations, as well as prineciples
regulating the joining together of two or more simple utterances, or parts of
them, into a complex utterance, cte,

Finally, it is obvious that the rules or principles occurring on the PHONO-
LOGICAL LEVEL will have to regulate the sound structure and intonational
patterning of the linguistic utterances.

There iz, no doubt, much further ground to be covered and the support of
many linguists is needed in order to solve a host of open questions concerning
the *miracle of language’, from the point of view of linguistics proper as well
ag that of applied linguistics,
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